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Lewis Mumford wrote extensively on a number of subjects over several decades, was widely acclaimed in his lifetime, anticipated many of the problems that now beset the planet and advanced a democratic technics, urban planning and ecological regionalism that offer us the way out. Yet Ramachandra Guha calls Mumford ‘the forgotten American environmentalist’ (Guha 1991). It is therefore worth asking why he has come to be such a neglected figure. A number of answers suggest themselves, but the most obvious is that his range of interests was so wide, his views drawing on so many sources, that he is well-nigh impossible to categorise. If politics is about taking sides, then Mumford is not easily placed on any of the sides taken in political and intellectual debates. He is a holist, and it is not always easy to capture his vision in concise form.

I shall focus only on specific aspects of Mumford’s work, and so cannot do justice to the breadth of his insights and interests. The main body of the text is devoted to an examination of Mumford’s conception of ecological regionalism and regional planning as giving us both the ideal of a decentralized, balanced and humanly scaled green republic, and the means to achieve it. I shall show how Mumford sought to reconstruct public community aesthetically, politically and ecologically, integrating the urban and rural environments in the process. The task of ecological restoration and preservation is therefore connected to a reinvigorated public life constituted by a democratic pluralism and civic mindedness. 

Mumford established the chief mission for the city of the future as ‘that of creating a visible regional and civic structure, designed to make man at home with his deeper self and his larger world, attached to images of human nurture and love.’ (Mumford 1966: 652).

I will argue that the writings of Lewis Mumford on the garden city and regional planning suggest a conception of Ecopolis sustained by a vision of civic environmentalism. Faced with the destructive consequences of industrialisation and urbanization, I will show how Mumford sought a planning intervention that could also strengthen the civic capacity of the community and infuse political culture with an active democratic content. Mumford’s ecological regionalism   combines planning, design and a biocentric understanding of natural processes within a politically grounded and civic-minded environmentalism. His work expresses a commitment to restore the health of democratic public life in the process of tackling the problems of urban life. I will therefore develop Mumford’s idea of regional planning and ecological regionalism in terms of a political or civic concern with environmentalism, in the process lifting the question of the human relation to nature out of academic confines and locating it in the public realm. 

With respect to environmental thought and ethics, Mumford’s environmentalism cannot be dismissed simply as an anthropocentrism. Mumford does emphasize the value of the natural world, and points out our dependence upon natural processes throughout his work. As Ben Minteer argues, Mumford's broadly humanistic environmental ethic contains discernable organicist, that is, nonanthropocentric elements. 

Mumford draws attention to ‘the immense fecundity of all living beings, the inexhaustible creativeness of nature herself.’ (Mumford 1952: 27). 

We are products of nature; our past links us with other animal species, our present condition unites us in complicated ecological partnerships, making us dependent upon even the bacteria and the molds.

Man's work is plainly laid down for him. Breathe or die! Drink or die! Eat or die! Reproduce or die! Work together or die! These alternatives hold as strictly for him as they do for all the rest of the animal kingdom; and so a large part of his existence must be dedicated to carrying out these functions: the physiological cycles of nutrition, growth, and repair, of ovulation, fertilization, and reproduction account for immense areas of human activity, and leave such a profound impression that they even color remoter spheres of his culture.

Mumford 1952 ch 4

Mumford emphasises the way that living organisms engage in a process of continuous cooperation and, in so doing, produce an environment for the benefit of life. He notes a characteristic of organisms that enters into every higher form: ‘the more developed a creature is, the more independent it seems, the more heavily does it rely upon the companionship and support of many other species.’ Mumford’s argument supports Kropotkin’s view of mutual aid as a factor in evolution.

Life has flourished only by extending the area of mutual aid, reciprocal interplay, or symbiosis: every creature, voluntarily or blindly, is in an active give-and-take relationship, not merely with its bare physical environment, but with a multitude of other organisms. Living organisms, by the most complex and far-reaching operations, form food-chains and work-chains that extend from the bacteria in the soil and the air to the domesticated animals, indeed they constantly co-operate to remake the whole environment for the benefit of life. 

Mumford draws attention to the way that life, through mutual aid and ecological partnership, maintains both an internal dynamic balance and an equally dynamic external balance between all its constituent species, ‘the members of which live by acts of co-operation that, in the higher organisms, are called self-restraint and self-sacrifice.’ Co-operation is at the heart of the way nature functions. ‘This is the fundamental morality of nature. Wherever this morality breaks down and creates an unbalance between the species that need one another or the men that need one another there is disintegration and disorganization.’ (Mumford 1952: 32/3).

Mumford offers much more than a naturalism that reads values off from natural processes. He was aware of the moral character of the human relation to the world and to each other. His ecology is what could be called a moral ecology, one that encompassed natural processes and human values. And it is a political ecology too, in that Mumford valued an urban infrastructure infused with citizens' involvement, values, and commitments. He was aware of the extent to which the way that citizens apprehended their environment played a practical role in shaping the social and political landscape. 

Mumford’s interest with urban and regional planning expressed a concern to address the problems unleashed by industrialisation and urbanisation by developing a ‘balanced’ and ‘healthy’ landscape that embraced natural limits, environmental values, civic structures and public commitments. It is in this respect that the term Ecopolis is pertinent, expressing a commitment to the good life within a modern polis democracy structured in accordance with an ecological regionalism. 

This environmentalism entails more than individuals developing an ecological consciousness or sensibility, but sees ecological literacy as something which is generated as part of an ongoing civic education. Civic structures therefore bring individuals together in the community as a social experience. 

As such, Mumford’s environmentalism acts on the conception of human beings as a part of nature, capable of acting in a mutually beneficial way within nature, as opposed to seeing human beings as apart from nature, whose interventions and actions are necessarily harmful to nature and to be minimised and, ideally, eliminated. The former view entails a creative universe in which human agency is involved in its unfolding; the latter view implies a pristine paradise destroyed as soon as the human species appeared. The former view offers hope in the form of assuming co-responsibility; the latter view is a dead-end in which there is no going back and no going forwards. Mumford offered a view of human beings as active parts of nature, modifying their environment in the process.

In fine, I shall argue that Lewis Mumford developed an approach to regional planning and environmental reform that sought to reinvigorate civic and democratic life and foster citizens' sense of sharing a common stake in a socially and ecologically healthy public life.

2 INTRODUCTION TO LEWIS MUMFORD
I should issue a caution before proceeding. Lewis Mumford wrote on a wide range of topics over a period of several decades. His views changed over this period. Focusing on one aspect of his thought without seeing the whole picture can result in a very partial perspective on the man and his work. In his early work, Mumford saw the liberatory potential of neotechnics; his later work is critical of the role of science and technology in building up the Megamachine. He can appear to be a prophet of neotechnical modernization, or a prophet of gloom. A balanced overview is necessary to give some indication of the range of Mumford’s interests and the scope of his vision. 

From The Story of Utopias in 1922 to the Pentagon of Power in 1970, Mumford produced some two dozen books as well as numerous articles and short pieces. In addition to these, he was well known for his writing on architecture and urban planning in his ‘The Sky Line’ column for the New Yorker, which ran from 1931 to 1963. Mumford is an incomparable range rider. His work spans urban history, planning, design, technology, archi​tecture, literature, art, philosophy, the social sciences and the history of science, combining great breath with many moments of penetrating depth. He was a generalist with a keen eye for detail, with the result that his texts are compelling, covering vast terrains without becoming vacuous. 

I have developed Mumford’s thought in its evolution elsewhere. (Critchley 2012; Critchley 2004). Here, I shall focus on particular aspects of Mumford’s thought. I shall focus in particular on Mumford’s democratic planning, technics, ecological regionalism and civic environmentalism, emphasising the extent to which Mumford offers a vision of the public life.

The collection of essays and papers edited by Thomas Hughes and Agatha Hughes is entitled ‘Lewis Mumford: Public Intellectual’ (1990), and that description is a fitting characterisation of a man who wrote so many books and articles over several decades for the educated layperson. Mumford sought to take the ideas he developed to a general public, he wanted those ideas to have a practical effect, to strike roots and grow amongst the citizen body.

Mumford is an unusual case. He is remembered most for his work on cities and technology. However, despite extensive writings on a range of subjects over several decades, he is a marginal figure in environmentalist discussions. Given his work in planning and design, this neglect is remarkable. His involvement in the Regional Planning Association of America in the 1920s and early 1930s, attempting to put ideals into practice, and his work on regional and urban planning theory deserve much greater prominence. The world is not short of visions and ideals. What tends to be lacking are strategies to take us from here to there. Mumford’s work on planning not only gives us an ideal, it gives us a means of implementation. As part of the Regional Planning Association of America (RPAA), Mumford advanced a conception of regional development that set the social world in the context of the natural ecosystem, recognising the mutual impor​tance of both. 

Lewis Mumford's work is integral and holist, addressing the environmental, aesthetic, and social dimensions of ur​ban and regional planning. An integral part of Mumford's planning vision was his concern to widen the scope of environmentalism beyond con​servation and a focus on single issues to envision the region in all its dimensions. Beyond divisions of utilitarianism and intrinsic worth, Mumford sought to relate nature and our appreciation of it to cultural and political values that emerge in public community.

Mumford set the planning of towns and cities within an empathetic understand​ing of the complex natural region. This entails a civic environmentalism. Mumford conceived urban and regional planning as an instrument of a civic-minded social order proceeding within the natural region. Mumford defined an ecological re​gionalism in which cultural and political renewal proceed through the natural region. He develops this ecological regional vision as an alternative to the politically, socially and ecologically parasitic and destructive ‘megamachine’.

Incorporating the insights of American literature - Ralph Waldo Emerson, Henry David Thoreau and Walt Whitman – Mumford advanced ecologism as a form of cultural renewal that emphasised lived experience, bridged the social and natural worlds, brought the inner and outer worlds together, and overcame the anti-social, anti-natural possessive individualism characterising the modern world. 

Mumford sought to recover a moral sense of place and achieve a place-based meaning. He did this in two ways, linking subjectivity to place and recovering our relation to the ecology of place. Our relation to place would be established through a pragmatic and intuitive sense of our relation to place. Mumford’s achievement was to infuse the technique of regional planning with a cultural sensibility, outlining the contours of a republic of the regions and connecting geographic diversity with the ideal of a decentralized township democracy. 
 
Mumford’s ecological regionalism was both a science and an exploration that proceeded through an expansion of subjective experience, presenting a vision of an organic order that is scientifically informed, ecologically aware and culturally alive. This vision is a viable alternative to the prevalent modernist model that has reduced nature to a barren landscape in which technological ‘solutions’ are advanced to the neglect of the complexities of the urban and natural worlds. Mumford characterised this increase in physical force in terms of the ‘anti-city’. Against this one-dimensional approach of the machine, Mumford affirmed the aliveness and diversity of organic and human communities. He conceived a regionalism that was able to counter megamechanical danger by highlighting the organic order emerging from the natural world as both experienced and observed. At the same time, he infused this organicism with a scientific understanding of our healthy relation to nature and a civic understanding of our connection to our world via demo​cratic participation. 

Importantly, Mumford connected this ideal of the ecological region to the means of its implementation via regional planning. There has been a tendency to bracket all modernist planning together as one, ignoring the fine distinctions within the planning movement and rejecting the whole tradition as an elitist, top-down utopianism. That approach makes no sense and is a nonsense in respect of Mumford. I shall show that Mumford advocated a planning that used and adapted technology to natural patterns, respected limits and diversity in both natural and social worlds, and made extensive spaces available for democratic participation. 

For Mumford, regional planning was the means of addressing the problems of the destruction of nature and the decline of urban life. Technology fitted the contours of an organic culture rather than being imposed upon that environment. Mumford developed an integrated approach that sought to:

	shape human life in accordance with the influences and critical forces of the regional ecosystems; 
	counter untrammelled urbanisation by reorienting and recontextualising the city in light of the natural region and ecological constraints; 
	conceive the city as an eco-polis tailored to the organic complexities of the regional ecosystem, overcoming the opposition between town and country;
	exploit natural economies (as opposed to economies of scale in the mass industrial economy), defining efficiency in terms of appropriate scale and developing renewable sources of power  as against the use of fossil fuels; 
	define an economic regionalism that overcomes ‘the evil of over-




Whilst there has been a backlash against the approach and ambitions of the modernist planning tradition as such – and Mumford has been on the receiving end in this backlash – in many respects planners are being blamed for problems that lie outside their control and with which they seek to deal. The principal recommendations of the Regional Planning Association of America were not implemented. Mumford’s innovative and pragmatic approach to regional and technological planning was ignored. The urban and environmental destruction that followed was entirely predictable. The political and economic interests standing in the way of implementation are a more relevant target for critics to focus upon than ‘planning’ as such.

Mumford is important for any number of reasons. His historical depth, innovative thinking, pragmatic creativity and civic minded environmentalism offers an alternative to dominant, expansionary social and cultural patterns. His vision of ‘regional cities’ via a managed decentralization developed a coherent and viable alternative to the mega​lopolis, and offers a feasible vision based on planning techniques, new technologies, natural limits. It also possessed a social and political component, addressing the social in​equities created by the modern economy whilst seeking to open extensive public spaces for civic participation. Mumford sought to recover and reinvent the urban form through a positive appropriate of new technologies. He thus presented a democratic as opposed to an authoritarian technics. 

Mumford’s work here needs to be considered alongside the work of the Regional Planning Association of America (RPAA). The RPAA was a group of planners, architects, and social reformers such as Benton MacKaye, Clarence Stein, Charles Whitaker, Henry Wright, and Stuart Chase, among others, formed in response to the social and economic conditions created by the expanding modern economy. An unplanned industrialisation and urbanisation had resulted in environmental destruction, raising a whole number of social and urban questions. In response, the RPAA sought to develop a form of planning that would reverse the degradation of the built, social and natural environment through regional cities built to human scale and achieving a functional and spatial balance among urban, rural, and wild communities. The ‘regional cities’ proposed by the RPAA set limits on city size, those constraints given physical form in a surrounding greenbelt, which also served agricultural and recreational purposes.

Mumford established the connection between social and ecological health. He saw that an environmentally sound policy with respect to land, landscapes, and ecosys​tems must be based on a sound human ecology. He connected environmental stress to the breakdown of urban forms and communities, requiring that we restore old forms or invent new ones. It is in this sense that Mumford’s advocacy of the garden city is to be understood. That this ideal came to be realised only imperfectly, if at all, represents a political, institutional and intellectual failure on the part of the dominant forces within the prevailing social order. The regional garden city ideal thus represents a path away from overdevelopment and urbanisation not taken.
 
Failing to cultivate public support, Mumford and the RPAA had to work through existing institutions. The ideal was thus rendered exposed to a) institutional inertia and b) the intransigence of political and economic elites. In this respect, Mumford can be criticised for overestimating the possibilities for managing and directing technological change toward social and environmental ends via the existing institutional framework. Mumford’s decentralized regionalist alternative remains viable, but requires a closer integration between its civic dimension and popular involvement and support. This is something that Mumford increasingly developed. In light of the failures of the RPAA, Mumford began to pay increasing attention to the need to generate alternative media for popular participation and expression. The direction he started to move in implied innovations in knowledge, politics and action that are becoming increasingly pertinent.

Mumford came to emphasize: 
(1) the need to develop extensive public spaces enabling citizen discourse, interaction and consciousness in order to redirect and diffuse, not dissolve, expert and professional knowledge; 
(2) the need to make cultural and aesthetic con​cerns public issues, thus defining public life in terms of the fullness and wholeness of a truly human life; 
(3) the need to democratize economic and political power as an integral part of creating sound urban form.

Mumford offers a visionary, historically literate, ecologically sensitive, philosophically astute alternative to the problems and predicaments of the modern condition. His response is pragmatic, but a pragmatism with vision and imagination. Whilst Mumford sharply criticised prag​matism in The Golden Day, and had a sharp exchange of views with John Dewey in the pages of the New Republic in the late 1920s, Ben Minteer argues that ‘Mumford's approach to regional planning was thoroughly pragmatic’ and that ‘he articulated what was in fact a Deweyan understanding of social intelligence in his discussion of the staging of the regional planning process.’ (Minteer 2006: 12-13).

Minteer is also concerned to emphasise that Mumford linked his environmental program (regional planning) to a larger civic agenda. His participatory and democratic vision for the regional survey forms another point of intellectual contact with Dewey's pragmatism, especially as expressed in works like the The Public and Its Problems.





Minteer understands the intellectual significance of Mumford's regionalism ‘as a more expansive cultural form of environmentalism, one that speaks to a range of political and aesthetic concerns as well as to ethical questions surrounding the value of nature and the human community.’ (Minteer 2006: 12-13).

The greatest value of Mumford's work on regional planning lies in the way he combined an informed, principled, and imaginative vision with a practical sense of the conditions for its realisation. He has both width and depth, attempting to see the whole picture as well as the details. Mumford understood that meaningful and substantial social transformation is en​abled by imaginative vision and implemented by practical means. He saw that the crises of urban decay and natural destruction were twin processes that must be addressed together. He had what Donald Worster called the ‘ecological imagination.’ (Worster 1993). Which is precisely the thing we need in current circumstances. But Mumford allied this imagination to pragmatism and could propose the means by which the ideal could be realised.


3 MUMFORD AND JANE JACOBS
Mumford's concern to integrate the aesthetic vision of place and re​gion with a civic social vision within a reinvigorated public sphere came under radical assault in the 1960s. I shall address the differences between Mumford and Jane Jacobs at this early stage rather than later, because it allows me to highlight the extent to which Mumford conceived a civic environmentalism and democratic planning when I come to develop his views at length.

The publication of Jane Jacobs's Death and Life of Great American Cities in 1961 had the effect of making Mumford’s views on the city seem antiquated and nostalgic, his views on planning and urbanism caricatured as utopian and elitist. The irony is that many of the criticisms made by Jacobs had been anticipated by Mumford himself, and the pair shared many of the same concerns. Like Mumford, Jacobs hoped that the urban centre could be rediscov​ered in such a way as to reverse the movement outward to suburbia. 

With respect to urban planning, Jacobs's work anticipated ‘advocacy planning’ in which ‘planning for people’ is more important than physical planning. The neighbourhood, from where all planning proceeds, is less a physical structure than a social one. For Jacobs, the essence of city life is found in the neighbourhood. However, her idea of the neighbourhood is not well defined geographically. Jacobs refers to ‘street neighborhoods’ and said that they ‘have no beginnings and ends setting them apart as distinct units’ (Jacobs 1961: 120). In this paradigm, the planner is an advocate for the dispossessed and allies with social movements, not someone concerned with physical form. 

Such views dissociated the life and activities of the city from physical structure and place, whereas Mumford sought their integration. Jacobs placed the emphasis on ‘city life’ rather than the physi​cal structure of the city. For Mumford, the two go together and exert a mutual influence upon each other. Physical form can therefore generate and sustain the community spirit necessary to city life of a desirable kind. Mumford’s view came from an ethical position concerned with human self-realisation and flourishing. To modern critics, such views were moralistic and prescriptive. The critics’ emphasis is upon a culture that emerges spontaneously from within urban centres themselves. 

Jacobs’ presentation of a vital, spontaneous culture emerging from within neighbourhoods is radical, libertarian even. While ‘street neighbourhoods’ are geophysical in nature, Jacobs denies that ‘street neighborhoods’ are ‘discrete units’ dependent on spatial dynamics (Jacobs 1961: 121). Instead, ‘street neighborhoods’ are ad hoc ‘networks’ that overlap and interweave, possessing informal and fluid boundaries that depend primarily on the interrelations between people. As against formal conceptions of the physical neighbourhood, Jacobs was concerned with the way that neighborliness came to be constituted within the social relations of urban life. She therefore dissociated human relations from physical place, arguing that many of the most important forms of neighborliness in the city - voluntary organizations that draw people from all parts of the city together around common interests - have no connection whatsoever to geography.

That may be true, but we should be wary of drawing general conclusions from particular facts. It does not follow from Jacobs’ emphasis on human relations that place and geography are unimportant to city life, nor that there is no relation between place and social relations. Jacobs has set up a dichotomy between the ‘real’ ‘street neighborhoods’ of the people and the ‘formal’ – as in unreal and abstract - neighborhoods conceived by planners. Employing such a dichotomy makes it easier to see planning as a profession solely concerned with physical structures and forms, requiring elite knowledge and expertise, and as proceeding over the heads of the people. That kind of planning is indeed all too familiar and merits critical attention. The problem comes when a broad brush is applied and all planning and all planners are assumed to be of the same character. At this point, criticism fails to differentiate between positions and thus takes the form of caricature.

Much of what Jacobs writes is valuable. She emphasises social functions in defining the street neighborhood as well as the city and the communities of interest. She also thought in functional terms when arguing in favour of decentralizing political power and reviving the civic life of cities. Decentralisation is a matter of function rather than aesthetic form, with the ‘city district’ being of sufficient size to encompass a range of intermediary associations, churches, civic leagues, business associations, political clubs, and other organizations that constitute the real social and political life of cities. Here, one sees the contours of an associative civic culture comprising a welter of intermediary institutions, powers and practices.

This is fine as far as it goes. But there is a troubling side to this repudiation of planning. Jacobs's concerns can be set in the context of Lucia and Morton White's study, The Intellectual Versus the City. The Whites allege a deep-seated and pervasive anti-urban bias in American intellectual life, a bias which they think explains many of our urban problems. (White 1962; Jacoby 1987: 57-61). The charge of these critics is that an anti-urban elitism has resulted in cities being taken for granted. Jacobs is pertinent in the way that she values the social life of cities. Intellectualism and elitism stand condemned for a bias which encourages the loss of urbanism and the inner destruction of the city. But this criticism does not apply to Mumford. Mumford, after all, criticised the new towns for a lack of urbanity. I wonder, too, about the extent to which Jacobs could value cities as places in their own right, given her neglect of geography and physical form.

Jacobs was part of a generation that had seen the promises of modernity realised in the form of a military-industrial complex, rational planning in the service of technocracy rather than democracy. Here we see reason turn from being a force of liberation to being a repressive force; technology employed by ‘reasonable men’, an instrument of domination used against the people by the planners of technocratic war (social war as well as war overseas). Jacobs captured the turn against abstract rationalism by presenting the loss of urbanism as an example of a pervasive planned destruction. As a political activist, Jacobs’ analysis of the city is of a piece with the 1960s New Left, identifying the role of political elites and social structures in maintaining a repressive social order. Elites and bureaucrats are all agents building and maintaining a repressive top-down rational order for the centralisation and concentration of power. Jacobs portrays urban planners as technocrats concealing their programme of planned destruction for reasons of social control under the cloak of scientific ‘objectivity’. These planners advance an ‘urban renewal’ and inner-city highway construction that is designed to make cities fit a new regime of control. Such planners are complicit in the destruction of the old city, overriding existing urban neighborhoods and ignoring the intricacies of urban life in order to impose their own assumptions.

That Mumford would agree with this criticism, as far as it goes, is made clear in the criticisms he made of Robert Moses. Mumford is in agreement with Jacobs in her rejection of this kind of planning. (see Caro 1974). Or, rather, Jacobs is in agreement with Mumford, since his criticisms predate hers.

Jacobs, however, considered that this process of wholesale urban destruction expressed the underlying rationale of clas​sical urban planning. In her view, the error lies with an almost exclusive emphasis on physical planning, and the false assumptions which planners have about urban life as a result. A mistaken sociological theory of mass society leads planners to propose spatial remedies to overcome the perceived inadequacies of urban life. Jacobs thus criticises planners for failing to understand cities as social entities and for failing to value the authentic community life that exists in the city and which the city is capable of generating from within. 

Jacobs felt that the sympathetic view that many intellectuals took of agrarian communities led them to focus upon urbanization as a story of loss, whereas what they should be doing is explore the potential of contemporary urban social life to generate and sustain new forms of com​munity. 

Her attitude was one of an activist-reformer who saw transformatory political possibilities in issue-oriented social movements. The value of social move​ments to an urban theory like Jacobs' lies in the emphasis on organization from below around issues of common concern to the social constituencies involved. Politics was therefore a matter of activating and mobilizing those con​stituencies. Jacobs was effectively protesting against those dominant social theories that denied the capacity of social constituencies to organise, mobilize and exert pressure from below. Jacobs' perspective on urban life therefore needs to be related to her affirmation of the possibility of people orga​nizing to express their common interests from below. Jacobs was presenting an urban sociol​ogy that corresponded to and enhanced an organizing strategy based on the existing social relations of the ‘street neighborhood.’

There is plenty in Jacobs's position which is valuable. The identification of cities as social entities places the emphasis upon people and their relations to each other. This reminds us that people are not so much the problem as the solution to urban ills. If ‘urbanism’ of a certain kind has had the effect of destroying a common life, the urban situation contains the potential to create new forms of social life. Those who focus on loss see only ‘anomie’, normlessness and a social void. Those who see social relations also see that the urban world can nurture new kinds of social interaction that come to generate a new spirit of community. But the point needs to be made that, for all of his historical valuing of past forms – polis, the medieval city, early New England – Mumford’s emphasis on a ‘useable past’ kept him out of the ranks of those who longed for a world we have lost. Mumford is distinguished by the nuanced way he sought to reconcile the legitimate claims of community and autonomy in a genuinely new urban form. 

Jacobs’ main contention is that in the focus on spatial organization, planners have deliberately misread the actual social life of cities. Rather than distinguish between different conceptions of planning, Jacobs presents a view of an undifferentiated planning tradi​tion rooted in the Utopian vision of 19th-century architects and planners:

Nineteenth-century Utopians, with their rejection of urbanized society, and with their inheritance of eighteenth-century romanti​cism about the nobility and simplicity of ‘natural’ or primitive man, were much attracted to the idea of simple environments that were works of art by harmonious consensus. To get back to this condition has been one of the hopes incorporated in our [planning] tradition of Utopian reform. 

Jacobs 1961:  374

Philosopher Bertrand Russell made the wise comment that the man who generalises, generally lies. There is no homogeneous planning tradition as such. The idea that there is makes a nonsense of the work of individuals as different as Howard, Osborn, Le Corbusier. Jacobs gives us a charge sheet containing any number of sins and errors, and all are guilty by association. All planning, everything from the garden city to the city beautiful to Le Corbusier's plans for a ville nouvelle, ‘always were primarily architectural design cults’ (Jacobs 1961: 375, emphasis added). They have nothing to do with real urban ‘communities’ or neighborhoods. 

With the language of extremes, of all or nothing, Jacobs convicts planning as a weapon in the hands of elitists waging a war against the cities. Jacobs failed to differentiate and analyse the various theoretical positions within the planning tradition she criticised. Instead, she conflated them, lumping Le Corbusier and Ebenezer Howard, Thomas Adams and Lewis Mumford together. The inadequacies of this approach are apparent. Jacobs’ criticisms have a general quality but do not engage the actual positions of the people she criticises. In a haste to convict, she misses or disregards arguments that anticipate her own concerns, and which contradict her criticisms. She fails to register Clarence Stein's interest in urban neighborhoods, for instance. With respect to Mumford, what isn’t missed is distorted. Mumford's concern with community participation is missed. Jacobs ignores Mumford’s endorsement of community ownership in The Culture of Cities and other places. Mumford’s consistent emphasis on the need to develop a ‘pub​lic’, recreate civic life, build  ‘community’, his insistence that the contents are more important than the container, are all missed. These were no added democratic frills for Mumford, they were an integral part of bringing the city to life. Mumford emphasised, and increasingly emphasised, planning as a process, rather than as an elite imposition, and he emphasised the need for planning practice to proceed within a democratic context. Jacobs is unaware of Mumford’s affinities with John Dewey's democratic progressivism, and his interest in the face-to-face democratic participation made possible by appropriately scaled urban society. Jacobs missed all of this, which is to say she missed Mumford’s actual position.

One could excuse such neglect at the level of theory on account of Jacobs’ main concerns as a community activist prioritising organizing and mobilizing social constituencies. Activism is fine but, at some point, such constituencies will be called upon to constitute a public of their own. Here is where Mumford’s regional planning and civic environmentalism are pertinent. Jacobs has the strengths and weaknesses of the activist. She evidently thinks activism is self-sufficient. It isn’t. She considers the planners’ knowledge of the past to be a distraction. Indulging in sweeping generalisation, Jacobs condemned all forms of retrospective vision to be inherently reactionary.  She misses the significance of Mumford’s reference to a ‘useable past’. His concern with a ‘useable past’ was forward-looking rather than nostalgic. At some point, we have to move from a protest against something to being for something, and that something will require more than activism and a trust in spontaneity of the people. At some point, we get serious about planning.

The irony is, as Marshall Berman points out in chapter 5 of All That's Solid Melts into Air, Jacobs engaged in her own version of retrospective vision. Her conception of the urban neighborhood was rooted in the early modern city, a cultural possibility offered by the modern city, an his​torical artifact, a survival of the industrial city that had ceased to exist. (Berman 1982: 312-329.) 

Whilst Jacobs was right to value the neighbourhood as an associational space, she failed to see how the long-term survival of the neighborhoods was at the mercy of social and economic forces. Murray Bookchin notes in The Limits of the City that the very ‘neighborhood world’ that Jacobs celebrated was in the process of being destroyed by ‘the same forces that truncate the inhabitant of the new town.’ Political and economic forces, he said, ‘are deliver​ing the small shop over to the supermarket and the old tenement com​plex over to the aseptic high-rise superblock.’ These were the same forces that worked to undermine the ideals of the planners. 

There are deep-seated economic and cultural forces at work which make private consumption the primary focus and which identify planning, regulation, collective concern in toto a restraint of individual freedom. The contraction of the public sphere is thus linked to the expansion of private ‘experience’, and this switch from public to private is most certainly ‘planned’ and elitist, in the sense of being engineered from without by private interests. It was this context that ensured that the garden city took the form of the new town. And in this context, the neighborhoods Jacobs admired ‘will continue to exist, but they will remain merely enclaves.’ (Bookchin 1974: 122).

Jacobs’ assumption that political organizing would be sufficient in itself to counter the collective power of these extraneous forces places an inordinate amount of faith in the power of activism. When we see how deeply entrenched social and economic forces are, we come to see the value of planning and the public realm. Approaches which make the whole planning tradition not merely irrelevant, but enemies of social and cultural life, risk giving free reign to the very private socio-economic forces that are responsible for the destruction of the public life of the city in the first place. Mumford’s work reminds us that a genuine decentraliza​tion must be carefully planned in the context of the whole culture. As Mumford's criticism of the New York Regional Plan makes clear, his own notion of planning entailed creating decentralized places and fostering a democratic ‘society’ and politics.
 
By failing to distinguish between the different planning conceptions of different theorists, Jacobs failed to see the different social visions and values at work. The fact that both Mumford and Le Corbusier projected planned environments reveals nothing in itself. What matters is the different social vi​sions contained in each of these plans. There is a world of difference between a compact community and a high-rise-dominated city. Le Corbusier's ville radieuse was a vision of a rational​ized bureaucratic regime efficiently managing the mass production economy. Le Corbusier worked with a universal prin​ciple of rational design, a mathematical ‘measure’, the ‘modulor’, that created ‘harmony’ between the ‘hu​man scale’ and ‘manufactured objects,’ including the built envi​ronment and consumable products. Le Corbusier saw all things, from the organic (the human body) to economic products, as part of a single field subject to a mathematical principle. 

As against Le Corbusier's ‘imposed order’, Mumford presented a vision of an ‘organic’ order, connecting aesthetics to the ecol​ogy of the natural region and offering a democratic social conception of ‘community’ based on shared civic responsibilities. His garden city ideal conceived the built environment as a ‘community’ built in relation to the ecology of the region. The regional garden city had all the intimacy of a genuine urbanity whilst recovering the relation to the natural region. Far from being an example of elitist modernism, the garden city was constituted by decentral​ized production, intimate social relations, and the recovery of a ‘civic’ sphere. Its modernism lies in the concern to realise the potentials inherent in neotechnics to create a new spa​tial order. Whilst this could involve the zoning of industry as a response to large manufacturing plants, the commitment to a civic social or​der set planful concerns within an actively democratic context. 

Jacobs failed to make the necessary distinctions. The fact that much of what she wrote was cogent has led critics to accept her criticisms of the entire planning tradition as just and accurate. They are not. But these criticisms are now recycled at second and third hand, to the detriment of Mumford. They can be found in a number of academic studies. Jacobs’ criticisms of the ur​ban planning tradition continues to influence views of planning and cities (See, for example, Wilson 1991). 

Much that is contentious in Jacobs is spread second or third hand until, eventually, Mumford reemerges as a modernist utopian who was concerned to make the city the toy of totalitarians. This was how Simon Jenkins in The Guardian characterised Mumford in light of Jacobs’ criticisms (http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2006/may/05/comment.communities (​http:​/​​/​www.theguardian.com​/​commentisfree​/​2006​/​may​/​05​/​comment.communities​)). ‘Adapt, don’t destroy’, urges Jenkins. Much of what he writes could come from Mumford. Yet he aligns himself with Jacobs and brackets Mumford with the elite destroyers. And his view is pure caricature.

‘Jacobs won her spurs fighting a freeway through Washington Square, New York, and the demolition of Greenwich Village. She was eagerly adopted by the left but in truth she was more a laissez-faire free-marketeer. If she had a hatred - and she did nothing by halves - it was for the Radiant City Beautiful utopians, from Britain's Ebenezer Howard and his ‘decontaminated’ zonal suburbs to the nightmare scenarios of Lewis Mumford and Le Corbusier. She savaged Mumford for his ‘morbid and biased catalogue of ills’ into which he said cities had degenerated. He called the city megalopolis, tyrannopolis, a ‘chaotic accident’. As Jacobs jeered of such a view of the city, ‘How could anything so bad be worth the attempt to understand it?’ Such modernist utopians were treating cities as toys for totalitarians. Existing ones should be wiped out, whatever the cost, and their citizens decanted to the countryside. New, pseudo-rural environments should be created from the ground up.’

The most perceptive comment here is Jenkins’ identification of Jacobs as more ‘laissez faire free-marketeer’ than ‘left’. Philosophers and social theorists like David Harvey and Frederic Jameson have identified postmodernism as the logic of late capitalism, the cultural wing of the ‘free’ market and consumption. This connection is made clear in books like Elizabeth Wilson’s The Sphinx in the City: Urban Life, the Control of Disorder, and Women (1991). Superficially radical and libertarian, they are explicitly anti-rational and anti-collectivist and portray any kind of restraint, public purpose and planning as bureaucratic elitism. Christine Boyer’s Dreaming the Rational City and Alice Coleman’s Utopia on Trial are two further examples in a large and growing literature. I have presented my view in The City of Reason, the chapter The Crisis of Modernist Planning in particular (https://www.academia.edu/9335241/The_Crisis_of_Modernist_Planning (​https:​/​​/​www.academia.edu​/​9335241​/​The_Crisis_of_Modernist_Planning​)).

Here is a pertinent passage from the above:

Books like [Alice Coleman’s] Utopia on Trial and Christine Boyer’s Dreaming the Rational City give the wholly false impression that the modern urban crisis is the product of ‘utopian’ ‘rational’ ideas in planning rather than of deeply structured socio-economic processes, political choices and asymmetries in class power. Coleman’s populist caricaturing of modernist planning as overwhelmingly rational-bureaucratic charges planners with imposing a perfect utopian order upon the people (1985:ch 2 ‘Utopia Accused’). Planners are easy scapegoats for the urban problems with which they have to deal. Planners did not create the problems of the megalopolis and, within the institutional parameters in which they have to work, planners do not have the solution to these problems. Moreover, the criticisms that Coleman makes with reference to such things as tower blocks could have been made by the people she condemns as ‘utopians’. Mumford certainly did. The ease with which Coleman moves from the condemnation of bureaucratic urban planning to the advocacy of the market shows the dangers of an urban populism.

In Dreaming the Rational City, Christine Boyer indulges in a generalised assault on the entire planning tradition. She argues that urban planning as a profession and as an intellectual tradition has been overwhelmingly ‘ratio​nal’ or ‘disciplinary’; it dreamed a ‘perfect’ order that it imposed by controlling ‘knowledge.’ And it is the exclusive access to knowledge that makes possible planning as social control. (Boyer 1983).  That criticism, frankly, is as totalising as any conception of reason entertained by the so-called planning elite. The critique of power as knowledge is liberating in the sense that it undermines the assumption of the authority of ‘experts’ and revalues the knowledges of citizens within social and cultural life. But sweeping criticisms like this suffer from serious limitations. Not only do they fail to recognise the need for and potential of planning, they risk freeing the very social and economic forces undermining collective interests and public purposes. 

The critique of knowledge as power dismisses planning as such, leaving us powerless against the supra-individual collective forces constraining the social world. Whatever its limitations, the garden city as a planned social and civic order and an ecological regionalism gave us both an ideal of a better city than we have now, and the means to attain it.

Mumford’s organic vision avoided the abstraction of ‘rational’ approaches and offers a way of mediating our relation to the natural environment and to other living beings. Garden city planning therefore provides a way of framing a discourse about the relation between culture and nature, one which draws on science and technique and yet emphasises the important moral, civic and social dimension.

Sweeping rejections of modernist planning have the effect of replacing planning and public purpose with the collective constraint of the ‘free’ market and private consumption, thereby unleashing the very socio-economic forces most responsible for the destruction of the city in the first place. As Mumford’s own criticisms made clear, the garden city and other urban visions like the ville radieuse have been pilfered and appropriated in furtherance of the disorderly spread of megalopolis. Mumford castigated ‘urban renewal’ projects, characterised by ‘a collection of high-rise slabs and towers linked by multi-laned express​ways’. He was also aware of how ‘the pursuit of nature denatures the coun​tryside and mechanically scatters fragments of the city over the whole landscape’ (UP Mumford 1968: 142). It is not planning as such that is the problem but the way that the visions and designs of planners have been appropriated as ‘cultural capital’ by the very forces behind a destructive urbanization. ‘Public’ promoters of ‘urban renewal’ work hand in hand with the ‘private’ promoters of ongoing projects of resi​dential development outside the city. The planners who create this cultural capital are powerless with respect to how their ideas are applied. So much for knowledge as power and for totalitarian dreams of the rational city. The cities we see in the world today are not the regional garden cities envisaged by Mumford, but a rational landscape geared to imperatives of accumulating capital and concentrating political and economic power, undermining the social and ecological resources of the region in the process. (Harvey 1989:22/3). Harvey thus establishes the connection between city formation and the production, appropriation and concentration of an economic surplus (Harvey 1989:216/26). A landscape qualifies as ‘rational’ in establishing the conditions which facilitate the accumulation of capital. Such a notion underlines the process of transformation in which reason loses its connection with the philosophical-ontological concern with the appropriate regimen for human self-realisation and instead expresses an economic concern with material ‘things’. The accumulation of capital and the production of urbanisation proceed in close association. ‘Building a capacity for increased efficiency of coordination in space and time is one of the hallmarks of capitalist urbanisation’ (Harvey 1989:22/3). 

Modernist visions and plans, whether elitist or democratic, are not the cause of this socially exploitative and ecologically destructive system. Yet, under the influence of postmodern criticisms of totalising reason, many critics find it easier to scapegoat planners and visionaries for the forces that are destroying our cit​ies, our communities and our planet. Far from being totalitarians and utopians, these planners drew upon the full range of disciplines and specialisms in an attempt to reverse these trends towards destruction.  

I would argue that not planning as such but the mistrust of planning is a ma​jor source of our current ills. Private forces which seek to evade regulation and constraint not only undermine planning efforts, they expose them to such failure as to damage popular faith in their effectiveness and legitimacy. Ironically, we now see Jane Jacobs and Lewis Mumford bracketed together as visionary planners whose work has been marginalised.





Charles T. Rubin comments that ‘it seems quite unlikely that Jane Jacobs, a great critic of city planning, would be pleased to be included in this list of "visionary planners."’ I’ll just note the irony, point out that the visionaries would also baulk at their association with one of their most vociferous critics and move on.

For his part, Mumford affirmed the potential of the ecological region in both in its ‘civic’ and ‘natural’ aspects.

In a series of articles for the Architectural Record, (reprinted in Mumford, The Urban Prospect), Mumford acknowledged the importance of Jacobs' critique of planning, as well he might, because it many respects it repeated points he himself had made. It is ‘very refreshing,’ especially necessary for planners whose ‘minds unduly fascinated by computers carefully confine themselves to asking only the kinds of questions that computers can answer.’ (Mumford UP 1968: 186). 

The scien​tific-rational planning paradigm that has dominated the profession since the time of Thomas Adams's New York Regional Plan was something that Mumford had criticised long before Jacobs, and continued to criticise for the rest of his life. And Mumford also agreed with Jacobs’ view that what is valuable about the city as a form comes through the process of accretion:

An organic image of the city requires for its actual fulfillment a dimension that no single generation can ever supply: it requires time, not merely an individual lifetime, but many collective life​times. . . . The most valuable function of the city [is] as an organ of social memory; namely, its linking up the generations, its bring​ing into the present both the usable past and the desirable future. No organic urban design for any larger urban area accordingly can be completed once and for all, like a Baroque city established by royal fiat.

Mumford UP 1968: 161-162

It’s a view that Mumford had expressed throughout his writings. Mumford argued that a valid urban design ‘must be one that al​lows for its historic and social complexity, and for its continued re​newal and reintegration in time.’ In this respect, Mumford recognised that the problem with the garden city was not that it was planned but that its planning was too dependent on a ‘single instantaneous image’ (Mumford UP 1968: 165). Mumford therefore agreed with Jacobs that a city cannot be a work of art that stands unaltered against time. Mumford also agreed with Jacobs’ disapproval of low densities and the overtly residential, as opposed to mixed-use, character of existing new towns. Planning needed to address existing patterns of settlement. Mumford therefore acknowledged the force of Jacobs' criticisms of the garden city, criticisms which were consistent with his own urban values.

These are not the controversial points. Jacobs’ sweeping dismissal of the entire planning tradition was unwarranted. In defending the garden city tradition from ‘libelous caricature and ignorant abuses’ (Mumford 1968: 158), Mumford was defending the validity of physical plan​ning. 

Those of us who are pursuing further the train of con​structive thought that Howard so largely started and Ray​mond Unwin and Barry Parker first carried out cannot be content with any present embodiments of their ideas, though we no doubt have a duty to defend them from libelous caricature and ignorant abuse. Still less do we wish to make the existing New Towns a standard pattern for all urban integration, duly codified by law. Such a stereotyping of the idea would eliminate the very richness and variety of concrete detail that is inherent in the notion of a city. For the city is nothing less than a collective personality whose character reflects its unique combination of geographic, economic, cul​tural, and historic factors. As William Blake put it, ‘One law for the lion and the ox is oppression.’

Mumford’s crucial point is that a concern for the form and design of cities is essential to ensure a vital and cultivated urban life. Whilst we may dis​tinguish between the ‘contents’ and the ‘container’, the two go together in city life. The ‘container’ designates the form or structure; the ‘contents’ refer to the people, their way of life, social organization, human memory, and cultural dispositions. There is no either/or here, and Mumford’s work is distinguished by the way that he relates form and content to each other. 

Whilst arguing that the contents – human beings – are more important than the container – the city - Mumford took form seriously, arguing for the need to design viable urban forms so that human activities could come to be channelled in a way that involved a functional and creative relation between culture and the natural world. Mumford defends form in the sense of the ‘container’ standing in cre​ative relation to its ‘contents’ — the human society that inhabits it — so as to allow the emergence of ‘organic complexity’. He thus argues for ‘time and organic complexity’ to be ‘taken seriously as components of design’ (Mumford UP 1968: 164). He affirms that ‘organic complexity requires the dimension of time’ (Mumford UP 1968: 165).

Despite Mrs. Jacobs' recognition of organic complexity in the abstract, she has a very inadequate appreciation of the ecological setting of cities and neighborhoods; she brusquely turns her back to all but the segregated local environment. Yet the overgrowth of our big cities has destroyed those special environmental qualities that made their setting de​sirable and fostered their growth in the first place.

	And it is too Mumford’s appreciation of organic complexity I now turn.

4 MUMFORD’S ORGANIC HOLISM
Lewis Mumford’s ecological regionalism was forged on the basis of Ebenezer Howard's garden city and Patrick Geddes's regionalism. From Geddes, Mumford learned ‘the habit of viewing humankind in ecological perspective, emphasizing the  dynamic  relationship  between  human beings and their natural environment.’ (Spann 1996: 46), incorporating organicism into his regional conception. Mumford also saw a kindred spirit in the figure of George Perkins Marsh, author of Man and Nature. What Mumford took from Marsh can be gleaned in this passage:





Another influence on Mumford was the conservationist Liberty Hyde Bailey. What impressed Mumford most about Bailey’s work was the way it revalued the importance of organic life and sought to integrate it within industrial civilisation. Mumford praised Bailey’s view of nature for the way it ‘offset the depredations of the reckless land-skinners and timber-miners and subdivision-exploiters who had scarred the land, neglecting or obliterating many of its organic potentialities.’ (Mumford 1982: 166).

Mumford’s approach to regional planning can, therefore, be characterised as an ‘ecological-organic holism’, something which set him (and the RPAA) apart from other forms of planning, like that of the ‘metropolitan’ regional planners who produced the Regional Plan of New York in 1931. (Fishman 2000: 65-85; Minteer 2006 ch 3).

Mumford took his influences and, in the words of Ben Minteer, effectively fashioned ‘a completely new way of thinking about human influence and dependence on natural and built landscapes.’ Mumford was developing ‘a more philosophi​cally and socially ambitious conservationism’ and ‘a potentially more comprehensive policy framework’ than that offered by the utilitarian model of resource development prevailing at the time. Mumford’s ho​listic planning model ‘took its point of departure from the significance of the natural region and the limitations it imposed on devel​opment, rather than from the assumed inevitability of metropolitan expansion.’ (Minteer 2006: ch 6).

Minteer notes that Mumford’s integrative approach was sympathetic to many of the commitments of the more conventional conservation movement, but went further than the latter's often narrow utilitarianism and technocratic ethos ‘by openly embracing the broader social and cultural values of the community within the context of the natural region.’ Mumford’s presentation of regional planning in 1925 emphasised this connection between the conservation of human communities and of natural communities:

Regional planning is the New Conservation — the conservation of human values hand in hand with natural resources. Regional planning sees that the depopulated countryside and the congested city are intimately related; it sees that we waste vast quantities of time and energy by ignoring the potential resources of a region, that is, by forgetting all that lies between the terminal points and junc​tions of our great railroads. Permanent agriculture instead of land skinning, per​manent forestry instead of timber mining, permanent human communities, dedicated to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, instead of camps and squatter-settlements, and to stable building, instead of the scantling and falsework of our ‘go-ahead’ communities — all this is embodied in regional planning.

Mumford in Sussman ed., Planning the Fourth Migration, 1976: 92

The point of regional planning, Mumford argues, is ‘not how wide an area can be brought under the aegis of the metropolis, but how the population and civic facilities can be distributed so as to promote and stimulate a vivid, creative life throughout the whole region.’ (Mumford in Sussman 1976: 90). Realising this creative life on a regional scale demanded a new orientation to industrial and political institu​tions, buttressed by an expansive life-affirming worldview:





Whereas conservationists sought to protect wilderness from human intrusion and avoid the waste of natural resources, Mumford sought a more culturally and ecologically grounded regional planning. As Minteer argues, whilst Mumford thought the conservationists’ strategy was to be praised for protecting the rare and spectacular environments of the continent and for its injection of efficiency measures into the exploitation of resources, ‘he feared it was too limited in scope to serve as a guide for a true environmental ethic.’ (Minteer 2006: ch 6). 

On this point, Mumford anticipated the ‘wilderness bias’ which predominates in some forms of environmentalism, and criticised it. 





Mumford argues that, as against a concern with wilderness protection, we need to develop ‘a broader and more humanized environmentalism, one capable of instilling solicitude for human communities as well as natural ones, and one that recognizes the value of the rural and the urban along with the wild.’ (Minteer 2006 ch 3). 

It’s a view shared in the contemporary world by the likes of the environmental historian William Cronon. Cronon argues that we need rethink wilderness. He recognises that to many environmentalists this may appear to be a heretical claim, since the idea of wilderness has for decades been a fundamental tenet of the environmental movement. For many environmentalists, ‘wilderness stands as the last remaining place where civilization, that all too human disease, has not fully infected the earth.’ Seen as an island in the polluted sea of urban-industrial modernity, ‘wilderness presents itself as the best antidote to our human selves, a refuge we must somehow recover if we hope to save the planet.’ (Cronon 1995). 

Cronon questions this view of wilderness. The more one knows of wilderness, the more it is revealed that, far from being independent of humanity, wilderness is a human creation: ‘the creation of very particular human cultures at very particular moments in human history.’ 
Wilderness is not a pristine sanctuary free from the contamination of civilization. 





Wendell Berry refers to the task of making a home in nature as ‘the forever unfinished lifework of our species.’ ‘The only thing we have to preserve nature with’ he argues, ‘is culture; the only thing we have to preserve wildness with is domesticity.’ (Berry 1987: 138, 143). I agree. But this statement is very different to saying that we need to preserve wilderness. As Cronon comments, ‘calling a place home inevitably means that we will use the nature we find in it, for there can be no escape from manipulating and working and even killing some parts of nature to make our home. But if we acknowledge the autonomy and otherness of the things and creatures around us—an autonomy our culture has taught us to label with the word “wild”—then we will at least think carefully about the uses to which we put them, and even ask if we should use them at all.’ (Cronon 1995). And this means that we can join with Thoreau in declaring that ‘in Wildness is the preservation of the World,’ for wildness, as distinct from wilderness, can be found anywhere: in the seemingly tame fields and woodlots of Massachusetts, in the cracks of a Manhattan sidewalk, even in the cells of our own bodies. As Gary Snyder argues, ‘A person with a clear heart and open mind can experience the wilderness anywhere on earth. It is a quality of one’s own consciousness. The planet is a wild place and always will be.’ (Snyder 1994: 6). The wilderness that Snyder refers to is the wildness that dwells everywhere within and around us. 





Mumford's view is similar to that presented by Cronon, in that it consists of both anthropocentric and non-anthropocentric elements. One can find Mumford making anthropocentric arguments for the centrality of design, technology and architecture in producing a civilisation. His work also evinces an organicist and biocentric recognition of the constant cooperation of living organisms (including human life) within the web of life on earth.

Mumford sets out his organic-holist conception in The Culture of Cities:

The autonomy of the organism, so characteristic of its growth, renewal, and repair, does not lead to isolation in either time or space. On the contrary, every living creature is part of the general web of life: only as life exists in all its processes and realities, from the action of the bacteria upward, can any particular unit of it con​tinue to exist. As our knowledge of the organism has grown, the im​portance of the environment as a co-operative factor in its develop​ment has become clearer; and its bearing upon the development of human societies has become plainer, too. If there are favorable habitats and favorable forms of association for animals and plants, as ecology demonstrates, why not for men? If each particular natural environment has its own balance, is there not perhaps an equivalent of this in culture? Organisms, their functions, their environments: people, their occupations, their workplaces and living-places, form inter-related and definable wholes.




In fine, the doc​trines of emergents, organisms, and wholes establish the outline of an appropriate metaphysics for an ecological regional civilisation. But this recognition of organic wholes is, for Mumford, more than a biological or ecological naturalism; it is a moral recognition. Nature and culture are in such close relation as to be indistinguishable. Mumford thus affirms the importance of tightly knit human communities held together by a sense of shared cultural values and regional traditions within the web of life. ‘The organic sense, defined by its holistic view of life, environment, and culture, was to serve as a guide for the built landscape (e.g., architectural forms), and also a norm for the reorganization of human communities within a new, planned regional framework.’ (Minteer 2006 ch 3). Mumford offered this organic holism as the alternative capable of checking the quantitative expan​sion and mechanical control of the machine civilisation. (Marx 1990: 164-180).

For Mumford, we should cease conceiving the city as primarily a place of business or government, and instead see it as an essential organ for expressing and actualizing the new human personality - that of 'One World Man'. The global unity making for such a character is now possible.





As Mumford notes, the conditions for the transition from a power economy to a life economy have been long in the making; ‘and once the reorientation of basic ideas and purposes takes place, the necessary political and physical transformations may swiftly follow.’ (Mumford 1966: 653).

Integrating nature and culture, Mumford condemns untrammelled urbanisation, not only for the overexploitation and waste of natural resources, but for the extent to which it removes the organic realm from human experience. Mumford attacks the increasing abstraction of civilisation from the sources and cycles of life:

As the pavement spreads, nature is pushed farther away: the whole routine divorces itself more completely from the soil, from die visible presence of life and growth and decay, birth and death: the slaughterhouse and the cemetery are equally remote, and their processes are equally hidden. The ecstatic greeting of life, the tragic celebration of death, linger on merely as mumbled forms in the sur​viving churches. The rhythm of the seasons disappears, or rather, it is no longer associated with natural events, except in print. Millions of people grow up in this metropolitan milieu who know no other environment than the city streets: people to whom the magic of life is represented, not the miracles of birth and growth, but by plac​ing a coin in a slot and drawing out a piece of candy or a prize. This divorce from nature has serious physiological dangers that the utmost scruples of medical care scarcely rectify. For all its boasted medical research, for all its real triumphs in lessening the incidence of disease and prolonging life, the city must bow to the countryside in the essentials of health: almost universally the expectation of life is greater in the latter, and the effect of deteriorative diseases is less.

Mumford 1938: 253-254 

Mumford therefore conceives conservation in an expansive, holist sense. He praises the conservation movement for promoting a more economic use of raw materials, but notes that ‘it has been less effective in creating an appropriate use of the region as a whole as a habitat for human living.’ Importantly, Mumford attaches his organic-holist conception of conservation to a critique of political economy.

For while it is to the interest of an industry to save raw materials instead of losing them to the dump pile, befouling rivers with them, or puffing them into the air, the pattern, of outright individual land ownership makes it difficult to zone land areas for permanent uses that will best accord with the solid needs and interests of the community. But if the conservation of a single resource is important, the conservation of the region, as an economic and social whole, is even more impor​tant. If individual land ownership works against the best utilization of the land as a human resource, it is not the environment that must be sacrificed but the principle of unrestricted individual ownership.

Mumford 1938: 327-328 
 
Mumford's reconstruction of conservation to embrace the larger context of the region over the single resource, his life-affirming environmentalism, his mixed conception of built and natural environments, his commitment to creating civic structures enabling democratic participation, and his concern with the health and vitality of community values represents a profound expansion of early twentieth-century conservation philosophy. (Minteer 2006 ch 3).

5 PERSON, PLACE AND ‘THE POLITICAL’
The early Mumford could be criticised for envisaging an urban transformation taking place apart from political transformation. Mumford was aware of the shortcomings in his earlier views on planning and developed his position accordingly. He became more politically sophisticated by seeing the extent to which the ecological regionalism he proposed depended on a democratic culture cultivated within the public sphere.

Mumford's holistic ap​proach is timely. His view was that since the problems we face are multi-faceted and multi-layered, we require an interdisciplinary approach that has breadth whilst being able to apply specialist knowledge in depth. He defined technics as more than hardware, uniting techniques and technologies with art, culture and architecture. Demonstrating an awareness of the increasing technological capacity for destruction of both the human and natural worlds, Mumford related his specific proposals to broader patterns of social life. The city is an expression of the dynamics of social relations and human interaction with the natural environment. Mumford studied the city in terms of its inherent and environing relations. His work on the city is therefore distinguished by the way it integrates culture, geography and biology. 

In addition to institutional recommendations and planning policies, Mumford demonstrates an awareness that a crisis of civilization, characterised by an increase in destructive (as well as creative) powers requires a fundamental change in thinking and character. We can now see the extent to which these forces for destruction are undermining nature’s life support systems. Mumford is distinguished by the extent to which he addressed our modern crises with appropriate moral psychological depth. In addition to the institutional measures we may take to restrain destructive behaviours, Mumford saw that such changes, to be effective, required changing the boundaries of self via changes in culture, values, and worldviews. He further connected these changes in the self to public life, so that one’s subjectivity could find outer expression through civic participation. Mumford saw that ecological regionalism could become an operative ideal through an actively democratic society, scaled to human dimensions and proportions, and fitted to natural boundaries, redefining economic activity and technological use and innovation along ecological lines. 

The recovery of the self and of place therefore went together. Mumford’s regionalism integrated place and person, intertwining the social, political, cultural, aesthetic and ecological aspects of life. 

Mumford understood the importance of a standpoint to civilised life. He thus emphasised the need to bring our moral capacities up to our level of technological development, orienting society away from destruction and towards life, bringing underlying values and be​liefs to the surface. And he made culture essential to his life-affirming and life-enhancing environmentalism. In 1929, Wittgenstein declared that aesthetics and ethics to be ‘one and the same’. Mumford was concerned to realise the unity between ethics and aesthetics: cultural criticism was moral criticism. By bringing morality, art and everyday life into mutual relation, Mumford established the cultural dimension as a condition of democracy, thereby expanding the boundaries of ‘the political’. This incorporation of a cultural aspect is fundamen​tal to Mumford's work. He presents culture as an active experience, something that is capable of mediating pragmatically between the local public sphere and state planning.  

I have elsewhere criticised Mumford for his failure to develop a coherent overall political position. (Critchley 2004; 2012). But if Mumford can be criticised for underestimating the importance of political organisation and action, this reflects his awareness of a fundamental point: that ensuring political change must be accompanied by a transfor​mation of values: change is ‘not merely a matter of appropriating catchwords or starting [political] parties: it is a matter of altering the entire basis upon which our present venal and mechanistic and life-denying civilization rests.’ (Mumford 1975: 200-209.) Mumford’s view has the merit of drawing on the liter​ary and artistic imagination. He gives due attention to culture and consciousness in an imaginative recovery of place. This entails a moral and meaningful sense of place gained by exploration and experience, a conscious appropriation, owning and valuing of place. The scientific and aesthetic understanding of the environment brings the creative aspects of culture within geographic place. 

Nearly a century later, this remains the cultural, moral, even spiritual, dimension required by any genuinely ecological transformation of ‘the political’. 

In fine, Mumford combined new technologies and planning to deliver a regional geography appropriate to place and person. He integrated culture and natural ecology by cultivating a moral sense of place. Mumford’s regionalism is a cultural vision emphasising place as a lived experience. And this vision is connected to both the democratic participation required to support regional planning, and the respect for natural boundaries required to sustain this planning in an ecological sense. Mumford therefore develops a civic environmentalism that sees human beings as both social and natural beings.  

6 REGIONALISM
Mumford conceived regionalism as a new framework for modernity. He sought to reorient the technological achievement of the modern world away from the endless extension of power over nature to the ecological principle of interaction with the natural world. 

Mumford’s regionalism comprises three key ideas: 
	neotechnics — new technolo​gies are to be adapted to the end of restoring the natural environment; 
	organicism — nature's influence is to be recovered through the creative arts of literature, architecture, and the built environment; 
	community — the recovery of a civic-minded social order scaled to human dimensions.
 
Mumford defines regionalism as a social theory that develops the principles of democracy and self-government be​yond parliamentary liberalism to achieve civic democracy. (two articles in the Dial in 1919). I would therefore present Mumford’s viewpoint as a civic environmentalism entailing an eco-pragmatism that negotiates a path between the twin reefs of a deep ecology that neglects politics and a political environmentalism that is confined within existing institutions. Mumford outlined an alternative that fused regional​ism and civic-mindedness. ‘The future of nations lies in the success which greets the efforts of communities and associations to establish corporate autonomy and to carry on their functions without subservience to that large and jealous corporation called the state.’ (Mumford 1919: 59-61; Mumford 1917). Against the centralisation of the megamachine, Mumford sought the revitalisation of cities and regions through coop​erative, localist institutions that unified politics, economics, ethics and ecology. The idea of regionalism as containing a real possibility for an alternative, feasible, viable and better social and political life unifies Mumford’s work across the disciplines.

Mumford anticipated the dangers of centralisation when it came to formulating political alternatives which sought social control through the state. In political terms, his conception of regionalism was based on a civic culture and politics constituted within ‘compact and closely integrated com​munities.’ (Mumford 1915.) He saw that cooperative institutions and practices formed the basis for the ‘revival’ of cities and regions as sustainable forms.

Seeking to bring together natural and built structures, Mumford emphasised the need for human activities to stand in some kind of functional relation to the geographic reality of regional structures. Mumford’s approach to planning respected and incorporated ecological principles. He understood the region in terms of environmental relationships extending throughout an area. And he affirmed the importance of the geo​graphical factors of terrain, climate, and soil to establish the conditions for the health of plant and animal life (Mumford 1927: 277-288.) Mumford’s idea of the region, then, is not ideal or abstract, and criticisms of Mumford as a modernist utopian are a wide of the mark. Mumford’s region is grounded firmly in the ‘facts’ of geography, in climate, soil, and terrain as the ‘fundamental basis of existence.’ Mumford therefore emphasised the influence of these facts on culture and society.





Despite the way that the globalisation of economic relations has drawn geographical particularities into a system of economic specialization, the region remains important for the reasons Mumford highlighted. Economic globalization has proceeded in such a way as to override the potential for working with natural geographies. The expansionary dynamics of the modern economy ‘are dead set against geo​graphic realities,’ Mumford noted. He identified the extent to which the universalizing tendencies of global capital​ism posed a threat to natural regions, undermining both human and natural structures, and entailing mass production system producing not only standardized products but a standardized com​mercial culture. Both human and natural ecologies were threatened by ‘metropolitanism.’ This metropolitan culture sees success in terms of its ability to overcome geography. In contrast, Mumford affirms both the symbolic and ecological significance of regional particularities. He emphasises that natural regions constitute their own systems. 

Mumford’s ecological insight remains pertinent, showing how climate, soil, hydrology, and flora influence human structures. The abuse of land and resources is the consequence of our neglect. ‘We have disregarded the fundamental basis of existence,’ by treating ‘the land itself as if it were a vague shadow cast by growing cities.’ In this respect, Mumford identified uncontrolled urbanization as a primary and growing threat to ecological and regional systems. He emphasised the need to ensure that growth respected natural limits. He drew attention to the disastrous effects of an expansion which exceeded nature's capacity. Overpopulation, especially expressed in the concentration of people in urban centres, creates an imbalance between human demands and ‘regional reali​ties’. These realities are ecological realities. Human activities in these circumstances generate problems with respect to necessities such as water and food and disposal of wastes, problems which threaten to spill over into other regions. Mumford exposed the ‘technological dodge’ as an evasion that postponed but could not avoid coming to terms with the city's ‘inevitable dependence upon rainfall and catchment areas and forest reserves; sooner or later these conditions must bring all the plans for windy growth and illimitable land-speculation down to earth.’ (Mumford 1927: 278.)

Mumford’s regionalism is an ecological conception that brings growth back down to earth.

Mumford combines science and ethics. His values are not read off from geography or nature, emphasising the choices we must make in determining our relation to the natural world. How we decide between cooperation and exploitation, nurture and annihilation, is a matter of moral choice. Mumford therefore affirms human beings to be moral agents capable of assuming responsibility for actions and consequences. This does not entail a fixed and static moralism but avers a set of principles which emerge from our engagement with nature, guiding our choice and action. Mumford’s regionalism affirms the view that balancing human activities and ‘re​gional realities’ is a real possibility. This balance checked the problems of an urbanizing society, not by a return to pre-modern society, but by embracing the full range of human activities, including agri​culture and industry, realising the potential that ‘each region has [for attaining] ... a natural balance of population and resources and manufactures, as well as of vegetation and animal life.’ (Mumford 1927: 283).  

Mumford’s ecological regionalism is not a simple and direct ex​tension of natural design; human purpose is not derived from nature in this sense. Rather, regional ecologies and human activities are considered in their interaction. Ecological regionalism thus encompasses both social and ‘geographic realities’. 

Aware of the human impact on the environment, Mumford envisages a time when human activities would make a positive contribution to, and play a participatory role in, the restoration of the living community. Human activity would thus be under​taken with a view to aiding natural processes. The region, as the field of human interaction with the environment, is crucial to this restorative process. Mumford places the emphasis upon regional ecologies established around a set of functional relationships, offering a field in which it is possible to see and control the consequences of hu​man activities. This affirms a dynamic and interactive human-nature nexus. Rather than being bound to natural limits in some physical sense, Mumford establishes a reciprocal relation​ship based upon the human engagement with the natural world. 

Highlighting the importance of natural influences upon the city, Mumford identifies the urban region as the natural region. ‘Even in its most highly de​veloped stages the city is, among other things, an earth form. It is put together out of wood, stone, clay, asphaltum, glass. Its shape is conditioned by to​pography and the nature of the land; and the special requisites of the site.’ (Mumford 1938: 316).

The ecological region is therefore both ‘natural’ and ‘cultural’, based on an interactive relation human beings and the natural world.

7 COMMUNITY AND PLACE
Mumford integrates both place and person, valuing not only the natural ecology of the region but also the inner space of the person. He makes a productive engagement with the world central to self-realization, conceiving livelihood as a way of being-in-the-world. The cultivation of natural space therefore spans both the external world of the natural region and the interior world of self.  Self-reliance in community cultivates a subjectivity grounded in geographical relationships of place.

Against the view that the built environment determined the social life of a town, Mumford held that a sense of place, grounded in a relation to nature, fosters community. At the heart of effective town planning is a commonality based on civic-mindedness and social cohesion. Mumford contrasts early New England as a place grounded in its geo​graphic environment with the abstract orga​nization of space which typified the modern town: the geometric gridiron of streets. The features of the early New England town that Mumford considered to be of enduring significance related to the culture of community. 

Mumford established the social and cultural conditions of a vital and enduring regionalist democracy: 
(1)	a sense of place, based upon and sustaining a productive, equitable, and organic relation be​tween the built and natural environments; 
(2)	the sense of the commons, based upon mutual respect and reciprocity. 
 
The value that Mumford puts on community stems from his stress on place, the natural environment, and the interactive relationship between culture and nature. His conception of community is based on a holistic awareness of the human-nature nexus mediated by social relations. 

Mumford incorporated the ecological prin​ciple of interdependence among species and between species into a conception of a common environment. Mumford highlighted the relations between natural and social ecologies. Mumford defines the regional interde​pendence of humanity and nature in terms of reciprocal and mutualist relations within the social and natural worlds. Community therefore emerges as a human ecology constituted on the basis of functional interdependence and the realisation of subjectivities. Community is a mutuality that unites the inner and outer worlds.

Mumford’s approach overcomes the separation of culture from nature, his ecological regionalism bringing about the reconciliation of the social world with the natural re​gion. The organic, for Mumford, was not unmediated nature. His regionalism is an argument ‘for joining the elements of Na​ture and Culture.’ With respect to polity, Mumford’s organic vision is expressed as a regional democracy based on the recipro​cal relation of culture to nature.

Mumford's sense of the organic as encompassing nature and culture places him at the heart of the green tradition in American letters (Paul 1976). He stands alongside the likes of Charles Olson. The title of Sherman Paul’s book, Hewing to Experience, stands for Mumford’s approach also. (Paul 1989: 215-225).

I shall develop these points in turn.
 
8 ORGANIC HOLISM AND PLANNING
With Sticks and Stones and The Golden Day, Mumford put his principles of regional planning in place. He established:

	that the organic relation to nature is an holistic concern encompassing culture; 
	that culture requires a practical expression; 
	that such an expression must incorporate the ‘forces’ that have made modernity (science and technology); 
	that biological and geographical realities share common ground with the creative arts; 
	that a technique of regional planning based on organic principles can integrate art, science, and life so as to overcome the spatial imbalances between built and natural environments. 

Mumford thus developed a broad conception of a planning that was grounded in the ‘under​lying geographic and economic realities’ of a region. Planning of this kind would achieve a balance between human activities and the natural world to create ‘genuine communities’ (Mumford 1938: 363).

Mumford’s organicist conception of unity in process was designed to check the fragmentation of life and the special​ization of knowledge characterising the modern world. Mumford’s views bear comparison with the process philosophy of A.N. Whitehead. Mumford's organicist method sought expressions of form that are functional within what Whitehead called the ‘occasion[s] of [modern] experience’. Defining his method as one of ‘fusion’, Mumford sought to ‘promote’ creative responses that ‘appropriated’ the varied information supplied by experi​ence and ‘fuse’ it all into an underlying ‘form.’ Form is crucial, since, as Whitehead points out, ‘all actuality in​volves the realization of form’ (Whitehead 1939: 90). These forms, urban and regional plans and designs, were capable of fusing life and art, aesthetic value and technological efficiency, logos and mythos, combining a functional robustness with ‘imaginative design.’ Mumford offered the planned, regional city as such a form, an expression of ‘the trend towards order which is the overwhelming deliverance of expe​rience’ an order that draws from the ‘boundless wealth of creative potentiality,’ presenting a workable ‘alternative’ to the actually existing built environment (Whitehead 1939: 88, 152). This form starts from the possibilities of the machine (modern ‘technics’) and pro​ceeds by ‘complicating the technical in order to make it more or​ganic.’ The ‘complication’ is a form of ‘prehension,’ by which different ‘data,’ or aspects of knowledge, is appropriated and formed into an organic whole in the manner that conforms to principles of ecological interrelatedness. 

Nature and culture could therefore be held in dynamic relation from an organicist perspective: 





Mumford appreciated that these processes making for unity are biological and geographical as well as cultural and technological. In this respect, Mumford was seeking a ‘unity of existence’ so as to overcome the fragmented worlds of ‘knowledge’ and hold all aspects in relation. He defined an aesthetics of place that was sensitive to technological modernization and new social conditions, his organicist concept of life bridging technical and artistic worlds and creating the sense of place. 

Mumford sought to draw out the potentialities of science and technology with respect to their moral and social implications. He sought to render the technological forces unleashed by the industrial revolution compatible with organicist principles of design. The aesthetic and the practical are in a mutual relation. The garden city encapsulated these principles in material form: the garden city is a modern city built through the application of new technologies and planning techniques and sited in creative rela​tion to the natural world, achieving a mutual unfolding of nature and culture. 

At the same time that we come to reestablish the importance of place in developing a sense of self, we achieve a new appreciation of modern technology and its use. Mumford thus conceived the region to be the site of reconciliation between ecological design and technological modernization. He argued that an entire region in ‘all its sites and resources, from forest to city, from highland to water level, may be soundly developed ... so that population will be distributed so as to utilize, rather than to nullify or destroy, its natural advantages.’ (Mumford May 1925: 151-152; in Sussman 1976: 90.)

Mumford understood the extent to which the future of the human species depends on our coming to reconfigure and recontextualize the machine in relation to geographic realities and natural limits. Addressing moral implications of this, Mumford sought the humanisation and naturalisation of the machine. To this end, he saw the machine as an extension of living organisms. 





Science was a crucial force, not merely because of the way it shapes technological innovation but because of the transformation it had undergone: the focus on ‘the cosmic, the inorganic, the “mechanical” . . . [had given way] to [concern with] every phase of human experience and every manifestation of life’ (Mumford 1934: 217). Mumford sought to render the development of social science, ecological science, and the systematic appli​cation of science to technological innovation com​patible with the organicist perspective so as to address moral and social concerns. 

In this respect, Mumford anticipated the transcendence of the mechanistic paradigm. He also sought to develop a recognition of natural limits so as to develop an economics that rejected the pursuit of endless economic growth in favour of conserving resources and working within the constraints of the natural re​gion. Mumford thus developed an organicist technics that encompasses economics, ethics and ecology, respecting natural limits and affirming values as compatible with economic activity. Mumford was a pioneer in the attempt to combine economic development and ecological sustainability, overcoming the tendency to set the two in antagonistic relation. He brought economics back to its origins in the oikos.
 
Mumford sought the ‘assimilation of the machine’ to or​ganic principles: ‘we have now reached a point in the development of technology itself where the organic has began to dominate the machine’ (Mumford 1934: 367). Mumford was overoptimistic in his assessment that this process was already at an advanced stage, he overestimated the potentials of new technologies in this respect. But his direction was right, seeking to replace the ‘neutral valueless world of science’ (Mumford 1934: 367) with a new vitalist and holistic science. Arguing that ‘all our really primary data are social and vital’, Mumford introduces social meaning, values, consciousness and the whole symbolic order of human life to transcend the idea of mechanistic science that we live in an objectively valueless world. ‘One begins with life; and one knows life, not as a fact in the raw, but only as one is conscious of human society and uses the tools and instru​ments society has developed through history — words, symbols, gram​mar, logic, in short, the whole technique of communication and funded experience. The most abstract knowledge, the most impersonal method, is a derivative of this world of socially ordered values.’
Thus Mumford saw science as shifting from ‘the world . . . conceived as a series of independent systems’ to a ‘single system’ in which the ‘pri​mary data are social and vital’ (Mumford 1934: 369-370). These data point to an organicist vision that is ‘life-furthering,’ a standpoint that replaces the conception of humans and their machines operating in a ‘blind and meaningless universe’ with the idea that human endeavour may be​come ‘a partnership in mutual aid’ with the earth (Mumford 1934: 370).





These are very much contemporary principles, expressed in the work of numerous environmentalists (Carolyn Merchant’s partnership ethics (1992) to Capra’s fabric of life (1996, 2002) and many more).

Mumford’s search for the ‘ecological balance of the region’ articulates the view that ‘the region . . . [has] some of the characteristics of the individual organism: like the organism, it [has] various methods of meeting maladjustment and maintaining its bal​ance.’ Mumford conceives this vision as an alternative to the way that the mechanistic approach had turned the region ‘into a spe​cialized machine for producing a single kind of goods—wheat, trees, coal. . . [and thereby we came] to forget its many-sided potential as a habitat for organic life [and] . . . finally ... to unsettle and make precarious the single economic function that seemed so important’ (Mumford 1934:  256-257). 

Mumford is concerned with the social, moral and aesthetic implications of science and technology. He therefore presented organic holism as the alternative which is capable of overcoming the fragmentation of knowledge and life subject to the domination of the mechanistic paradigm. ‘The humane arts of the physician and the psychologist and the architect, the hygienist and the community planner, have begun during the last few decades to displace the mechanical arts from their hitherto central position in our economy and our life.’ Organic holism enables us to see that ‘form, pattern, configuration, organism, historical filiation, ecological relationship are concepts that work up and down the ladder of the sciences’ and therefore that ‘esthetic structure’ and ‘social relations’ are ‘as real as the primary physical qualities that the sciences were once content to isolate’ (Mumford 1986 ch 3; Mumford 1934: 371). 

This conceptual change, then, is a widespread movement that is going on in every part of society: in part it arises out of the general resurgence of life — the care of children, the culture of sex, the return to wild nature and the renewed worship of the sun — and in turn it gives intellectual re-enforcement to these spontaneous movements and activities. The very structure of machines themselves, as I pointed out in describing the neo-technic phase, reflects these more vital interests. We now realize that the machines, at their best, are lame counterfeits of living organisms. Our finest airplanes are crude uncertain approximations compared with a flying duck: our best electric lamps cannot compare in efficiency with the light of the firefly: our most complicated automatic telephone exchange is a childish contraption compared with the nervous system of the human body. 
This reawakening of the vital and the organic in every department undermines the authority of the purely mechanical. Life, which has always paid the fiddler, now begins to call the tune. 

Mumford 1986 ch 3 

Mumford thus sought to revalue organic and holistic patterns that were indicative of a shift to an expansive, creative, democratic technics and a biocentric civilisation. Good design was not only functional with respect to tech​niques, but appropriate with respect to social and natural contexts. 

In light of the environmental crisis we are learning not only about natural limits but also about the limits of reason and technology. Mumford drew attention to the violence and tyranny of abstraction, the destruction and perversion of the real in favour of the abstract, the suppression of the insurgency of life under the regularities of a mechanistic order. He opposed organic realities to the abstracting tendencies transgressing natural limits in the modern world. Mumford criticised the capitalist order as an economic, ecological, social and moral failure. This had occurred because the new ‘realities were money, prices, capital, shares: the environment itself, like most of human existence, was treated as an abstraction.’ (Mumford 1934: 168). 





Mumford sought the recovery of intellectual, aesthetic, and moral principles through the creation of a new pat​tern of social relations. 

In Technics and Civiliza​tion, Mumford argued for a new public life capable of exercising public power in such a way as to realise the potentialities contained within technological modernization, but repressed on account of the domination of pecuniary interests. He argued for a socialization that put the collective good ahead of the self-destructive motives of individual self-interest and private gain. This socialization remains the solution to the game theoretic problem of individual rationality and freedom/collective irrationality and unfreedom. 

In recent times, Elinor Ostrom has done important work on managing the commons. Mumford is full of ideas on how a socialised economy could reclaim and manage the commons. He argued in favour of ‘making a social​ized monopoly of all raw materials’ necessary to energy production; for ‘common ownership of the means of converting energy’; for land use controls to retain agricultural land and encourage specific kinds of farming; for planning to make ‘maximum utilization of those re​gions in which kinetic energy in the form of sun, wind, and running water is abundantly available’; for a ‘genuine rationalization of in​dustry’ that requires ‘the reduction of trivial and degrading forms of work’; for ‘the elimination of products that have no real social use’; for a ‘conscious economic regionalism’ predicated on finding re​gional balances that ‘combat the evil of over-specialization’. (Mumford 1934: 380-382, 385, 388-389). 

Noting the problem that economies of energy could lead to wider consumption, and hence to the more rapid utilization of the very thing we wish to conserve, Mumford argued for ‘the necessity for making a socialized monopoly of all such raw materials and resources.’ He described the ‘private monopoly’ of resources such as coal beds and oil wells as an ‘intolerable anachronism’, ‘as intolerable as would be the monopoly of sun, air, running water.’ His view therefore points in the direction of a socialised economy based on renewable energy. 





Mumford goes on to argue for the socialisation of the land, involving land use controls to retain agricultural land and to encourage specific kinds of farming, ‘by taking over and appropriately planning for maximum cultivation and enjoyment the good agricultural lands.’ (Mumford 1986: 131). The first step toward ‘rationalization in agriculture is the common owner​ship of the land’. Since such ownership prevailed in Europe under cus​tomary forms into the nineteenth century, ‘its restoration involves no breach whatever with the essential founda​tions of rural life.’ Indeed, it is the ‘private appropriation and exploitation of the land’ that requires explanation, appearing as an aberration, ‘a transitory state, peculiar to capitalism’, a passing condition ‘between customary local agriculture based upon the common needs of the small local community and a rationed world agriculture, based upon the cooperative resources of the entire planet, consid​ered as a federation of balanced regions.’ (Mumford 1986: 131-32). 

And there, in a nutshell, is the Mumfordian vision - not a return to some lost past but a future planetary cooperation achieved through appropriate scale, democratic planning, socialised production and consumption and ecological regionalism.

	Mumford calls for ‘the social appropriation of natural resources, the replanning of agriculture and the maximum utilization of those regions in which kinetic energy in the form of sun, wind, and running water is abundantly available.’ He insists that ‘the sociali​zation of these sources of energy is a condition of their effective and purposive use.’ (Mumford 1986: 132). Planning requires the socialisation of resources. 

The ‘genuine rationalization of in​dustry’ requires ‘the reduction of trivial and degrading forms of work’ and ‘the elimination of products that have no real social use’, ‘since there is no form of cruelty for a rational human being worse than making him produce goods that have no human value’. That combination of social and moral purpose is apparent in Mumford’s call for a ‘conscious economic regionalism’ predicated on finding re​gional balances that ‘combat the evil of over-specialization’.





Mumford recognises that since no region can be economically self-sufficient in all respects, economic regionalism cannot aim at complete self-sufficiency, but must be established in relation to other regions. 

Mumford goes on to demand that we ‘normalize consumption’ entailing a system of production that focuses on satisfying basic needs rather than endlessly stimulating wants in a system of commodification, a system geared to an ever expanding increase in levels and expectations of consumption (Mumford 1934: 392-397). 

In fine, he argues for the renewable, low or zero carbon, post-growth or degrowth economy that is at the cutting edge of ecological economics today. 

Mumford put economics and politics together in an expansive conception of public life. This economy was grounded in the ‘community’, in a public life that embodies and articulates the common good. Mumford thus presents a democratic and cooperative conception which unites individual self-interest and social interest, reminding us that ‘the energy, the technical knowledge, the social heritage of a community belongs equally to every member of it, since in the large the individual contributions and differences are completely insignificant’ (Mumford 1934: 403). 





Mumford can be criticised for being weak when it comes to political strategies and transitions. He argues that ‘we have now to work out the details of a new political and social order, radically different by reason of the knowledge that is already at our command from any that now exists.’ (Mumford 1986: 168). Working out the details takes more than knowledge. Here, Mumford faces Plato’s predicament, how to make the transition from theory to practice, from contemplation to action. This is to enter the world of practical reason. 

He does, however, outline the political contours of the ‘biocentric’ civilization.

Mumford envisaged the state as embodying the community's interest here. But his political framework is multi-sectored and multi-layered, calling for the nationalization of banking, the reorgani​zation of trade unions and corporate groups, ‘the organization of industry within the political framework of cooperating states,’ and the creation of consum​ers' organizations.





Mumford here advocates a tripartite form of state, economy and civil society that can be found in much influential thinking today. For instance, Martin Lange’s Common Wealth: For a free, equal, mutual and sustainable society is based on the similar conception of the Tripolar Society. (Lange 2010).

We can argue over the precise institutional features. In my own work, I argue for an Hegelian Sittlichkeit read in light of Marx’s critique, with universality and commonality being forged in the bonds and ties of social relationships rather than at the elevated level of the state bureaucracy. (Critchley 2001). In similar fashion, Mumford also envisions a public life constituted from within the associational space of civil society. The garden city as a regional city is, therefore, a planned community that gener​ates the ‘counter-institutions’ - cooperatives, ‘little theaters’ and new experimental schools - which foster ‘community spirit’ and build the alternative society within the shell of wider society.

It should be pointed out that over time Mumford came to be increasingly aware that the required transformation will not evolve by reason of knowledge alone, an awareness which undercuts notions of top-down planning via the state and planning authorities. Mumford recognised that, to be realised, the vision of eco​logical regionalism needed a political form of expression capable of influencing public discourse. However, Mumford came to place increasing emphasis on the public sphere rather than the state — a public life that is based on democratic participation and civic-mindedness. In fine, the civic institutions of the alternative society are not produced by in ad​vance as a result of planning but are developed alongside planning. 

Mumford’s experience of the RPAA's struggle to bring the ideals of garden city regional planning to fruition sharpened his under​standing of the importance of politics to ecological planning. 

10 ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS AND CIVIC ENVIRONMENTALISM
Environmental ethics is characterised by a division between those who adopt an instrumentalist view of nature, valuing nature for its resources and its benefits to human beings, and those who value the things of nature for their intrinsic worth. The crude instrumentalism of those who see nature in terms of resources to be exploited invites a backlash in the form of an aesthetic-spiritual preservationism that sees nature as a state of innocence, pristine pure and to be insulated from human intervention and action. According to this narrative (admittedly sketched at extremes), human beings will continue to pillage their way through the natural environment until the day of ecological conversion. We’ve had Muir and Leopold and Thoreau, we have Roszak and Capra and Berry and many more. John O’Donohue and Alastair McIntosh are my personal favourites. We know the inspirational quotes off by heart. We await the ecological conversion.

 The argument I shall develop holds that ecological conversion requires more than consciousness raising on the part of individuals, more than moral persuasion and more than spiritual awareness. As social beings, we develop our character, attitudes and awareness through relations, practices and experiences in the everyday life world. As Marx argued, it is not consciousness that determines being, but social being which determines consciousness. That social aspect includes will, purpose, meaning, consciousness and is therefore more than matter determining mind. With society, we are dealing with a mind-infused materialism. Marx emphasised the social context by which we develop our views.

But even if I am active in the field of science, etc. - an activity which I am seldom able to perform in direct association with other men - I am still socially active because I am active as a man. It is not only the material of my activity - including even the language in which the thinker is active - which I receive as a social product. My own existence is social activity. Therefore what I create from myself I create for society, conscious of myself as a social being. My universal consciousness is only the theoretical form of that whose living form is the real community, society, whereas at present universal consciousness is an abstraction from real life and as such in hostile opposition to it. Hence the activity of my universal consciousness - as activity - is my theoretical existence as a social being.

Marx EW EPM 1975: 350-351

	In fine, ecological conversion proceeds through social being, an ecological sensibility emerging through and taking living form in the real community of society. This entails a socially oriented interpretation of ecological values, something that takes shape in the norms and practices of a civic environmentalism. 

In this chapter I want to continue to develop the idea of environmental praxis as something that entails a mixed conception of human and natural communities. In particular, I argue for the regional garden planning vision of Lewis Mumford as an ecological regionalism which contains a pronounced moral and political dimension. With the stress on civic structures and democratic participation, Mumford's ecological regionalism vision broadens ecological thinking beyond attempts to determine value in advance of experience.

I therefore set my reading of Mumford’s ecological regionalism in the context of a shift within contemporary environmentalism in the direction of an eco-pragmatism, a growing area in environmental scholarship. (Farber 1999; Minteer 2012; Minteer 2006; Orr 2002; Norton 1991). Such a view seeks to transcend the split in envi​ronmental thought between those who take an instrumental and utilitarian view of our relation and those who are for a biocentric or ecocentric appreciation of nature as intrinsically valuable. Working in the tradition of John Dewey's pragmatism, Mumford advances an eco-pragmatism that is now being recovered by the likes of Ben Minteer and Dan Farber.

The only point to add is that the idea of Mumford as a pragmatist needs to be qualified. Ben Minteer argues that the Mumford-Dewey spat was based largely on misunderstandings on the part of both men, and Minteer does a good job in showing the common ground between them. At the same time, there is an underlying conception of the good and the good life running throughout Mumford’s writings which is part of a philosophical tradition dating back to ancient Greece, a concern with the good life as something based on form, order, balance and harmony. That places Mumford in the line leading from Plato and Aristotle. Mumford does not offer a visionless or groundless pragmatism that is given shape only by political action and citizen voices. Any view that Mumford articulates an eco-pragmatism has to take into account a fundamental philosophical undercurrent in Mumford’s work concerning the appropriate regimen for the human good. As Donald Miller points out, Mumford read Plato and Aristotle avidly as he grew intellectually. ‘At this moment in his life], Miller comments, ‘Mumford came under the spell of the ancient Greeks.’  Mumford displayed a prominent interest in the Plato of the Republic for whom, Mumford wrote, ‘happiness was what one could put into life and not what one could loot out of it: it was the happiness of the dancer rather than the happiness of the glutton. ‘Plato pictured a community living a sane, continent, athletic, clear-eyed life; a community that would be always, so to say, within bounds.’ (Mumford 1922: 5). ‘The Plato who beckoned to him in late adolescence is the Plato of the Dialogues, whose intimate acquaintance with his city gave him insight no amount of reading could have instilled.’ Mumford retained his admiration for the Greek way of life, ‘with its emphasis upon balance and proportion as essential for the full devel​opment of the person.’ (Miller 1989 ch 4). In Mumford’s work, that concern with the appropriate regimen for the good comprises a unity of human ecology and natural ecology.

I want to present Mumford as offering a via media between an environmentalism conceived in terms of a non-anthropocentric metaphysical and ethical outlook on nature, on the one hand, and an environmentalism which takes an instrumental and utilitarian approach to nature on the other. I argue for the possibility of combining the key insights of anthropocentrism, ecocentrism and biocentrism with an effective environmental praxis. My argument is that Mumford presents an innovative conception of environmentalism occupying the space between and beyond competing anthropocentric, biocentric and ecocentric perspectives, a view which recognises human beings as active, conscious, purposeful parts of a nature in continuous movement.

My argument proceeds from Mumford's attempt to reconstruct public life, planning and environmentalism along ecological and regional lines. This approach underscores the extent to which Mumford was committed to a democratic conception of planning that included extensive spaces for citizen discourse, intervention and participation. I conclude by referring briefly to some contemporary theorists and practitioners whose work draws on key elements of Mumford’s thinking.

To begin with, I shall return to Mumford’s concern with culture. Mumford traces the source of urban ills to the disintegration of the organic culture of the medieval city, a culture governed by shared symbols and living in balance with the natural environment. The rise of mechanistic science and capitalist exploitation represented the subordination of nature to practical affairs, and with it the imagination. As a result, it became impossible ‘to recognize the part that vision must play’ in organizing the affairs of practical existence within a common cultural worldview. (Mumford 1926: 266-267). 

In his search for the aesthetic and imaginative qualities required to check and reverse the atomising and instrumentalising forces of the machine world, Mumford drew upon American letters, the work of the likes of Emerson, Thoreau, Whitman, and Melville, 

In their imagination, a new world began to form out of the distracting chaos; wealth was in its place, and science was in its place, and the deeper life of man began again to emerge, no longer stunted or frustrated by the instrumentalities it had conceived and set to work. For us who share their vision, a revival of the moribund, or a relapse into the pragmatic acquiescence is equally impossible; and we begin again to dream Thoreau's dreams — of what it means to live a whole human life.

Mumford 1926: 279 

And here, Mumford takes his leave of a visionless pragmatism, that utilitarian pragmatism that is concerned only with ‘what works’. Without a prior articulation of symbolic and transcendent values, pragmatism was simply ‘all dressed up, with no place to go.’ (Mumford 1926: 266).

Ben Minteer gives an excellent discussion of the exchange of views Mumford had with philosopher John Dewey on this question, and what follows is based on his presentation of the issue. (Minteer 2006 ch 3).

John Dewey defended pragmatism against Mumford’s charges. An instrumentalist concern to use science and technology to ‘get things done’ does not necessarily involve overlaying the world of value and imagination with mechanical technique and method:





Dewey’s crucial point in favour of pragmatism was that the realisation of the ends that Mumford valued required taking control of the instrumentalities that led to these valued ends. Without attention to means, Dewey argued, the realization of ends could at best be only partial, arbitrary, and fleeting.

Reading the exchange, it becomes clear that both men were groping towards the same conclusion – a balanced approach that reconciled means and ends in such a way that science and technique, on the one hand, and value and aesthetic experience, on the other, were mutually enhancing. Mumford denied that he was a woolly idealist whose values were detached from the forces of science and technology; Dewey denied that he was a prophet of a visionless instrumentalism. Mumford argued the need for vision and value to direct our technical capacity to life-affirming ends; Dewey argued the importance of instrumentalities in realising ends. Both seem to have argued a broadly similar point from opposite ends. The dispute was all about the placing of emphasis. For Robert Westbrook, the exchange was based in large part on misunderstandings. (Westbrook 1990: 310-322). Dewey was not merely a technocentric utilitarian, and displayed a concern with aesthetic values in works such as Experience in Nature. (Dewey 1981; also Dewey 1984; Dewey 1986). Thomas Alexander has done a good job in showing the aesthetic, cultural, and religious dimensions of Dewey's thought in John Dewey's Theory of Art, Experience, and Nature (1987). 

Minteer also contends that Mumford missed the more creative and aesthetic aspects of Dewey's understanding of ‘intelli​gence,’ drawing particular attention to its role in making the imaginative conceptual leaps required in  ethical  deliberation. (Minteer 2006 ch 3; Dewey 1985; Fesmire 2003).

At the same time, Dewey failed to see the pragmatic orientation of Mumford's cultural analysis, the way Mumford sought to inform a wider social criticism. (Blake 1990: 226). And Dewey failed to recognize the pragmatic underpinnings of Mumford's approach to regional planning: ‘nor did he fully appreciate Mumford's hopes that science — albeit science of a more holistic and organicist variety—could help to transform modern industrial civilization into a more culturally balanced and ecologically harmonious order (a valorization of science that I believe Dewey would have found most appealing).’ (Minteer 2006: ch 3). 

Minteer argues that underpinning Mumford’s positive evaluation of the civic potential of regional planning was ‘a pragmatist-inspired logic of inquiry and an explicit theory of social learning’, which owed plenty to the pragmatism of philosopher John Dewey. (Minteer 2006 ch 3). Minteer’s claim is that Mumford's approach to regional planning was explicitly pragmatic. ‘So much so, in fact, that Mumford's reconstruction of conservation as regional planning and his Deweyan conceptualization of the planning method combined to form a new environmental philosophical program: a holistic, pragmatic variant of conservationism in the interwar period.’ (Minteer 2006 ch 3).

The dispute obscured the fact that Dewey and Mumford shared plenty of common ground. Minteer argues that Mumford took a strong Deweyan line in The Culture of Cities, when arguing for the necessity of bring​ing the scientific outlook into human experience through regional plan​ning. This becomes apparent in Mumford’s estimation of the potential that the instrument of the regional survey held for advancing individual and collective moral development. Here, Mumford explicitly identifies planning with a practical political concern. Mumford argues for ‘a rational political life’ as something distinct from the ‘military automatisms’ emerging in the modern world. Such a life can only be achieved by the hitching of ‘concrete experiences’ to local surveys: ‘the soil survey, the climatic survey, the geo​logical survey, the industrial survey, the historic survey, on the basis of the immediate local environment, are the next important instru​ments of education: this is a process of grasping in detail and as a whole what has hitherto been taken in through passive observation in city and countryside.’ (Mumford 1938: 385). These local surveys, taken together, ‘become the focus for a more general regional survey.’ 

Mumford emphasises the survey as a morally and politically educative process. ‘Such surveys, if made by specialist investigators alone, would be politically inert’. He therefore emphasises active participation in these surveys, making them ‘a central core in a functional education for political life.’ And here, Mumford points to the significance of the community in the creation of what he calls ‘a rational political life’.





Mumford sees scientific knowledge becoming a moralizing force through planning. 





For Minteer, this amounts to a Deweyan instrumen​talist pragmatism and is something which infused Mumford’s mature conceptualization of regional planning. Mumford’s discussion of regional planning in The Culture of Cities contains some pronounced pragmatic elements and arguments. The four-stage pattern by which Mumford described the activ​ity of regional planning is one:





For Minteer, this description of the regional planning method is essentially a Deweyan pattern of inquiry, right down to the ‘imaginative reconstruc​tion and projection’ of a desired future state of affairs, what Dewey referred to as ‘dramatic rehearsal’. Minteer draws further parallels between Dewey and Mumford. Dewey argued that the values of prior experience must ‘become the servants and instruments of new desires and aims’ through the method of social intelligence (Dewey 1987: 36). Likewise, Mumford argued for the judicious union of tradition and invention in the planning process:

‘Such plans, however, are instrumental, not final: what is planned is not simply a location or area: what is planned is an activity-in-an-area, or an area-through-an-activity. . .. In this stage of planning new combinations of old elements, and fresh additions from new sources, make their appearance. The re-modeling of the earth and its cities is still only at a germinal stage: only in isolated works of tech​nics, like a power dam or a great highway, does one begin to feel the thrust and sweep of the new creative imagination: but plainly, the day of passive acquiescence to the given environment, the day of sleepy oblivion to this source of life and culture, is drawing to an end. Here lies a new field for intense creative activity.’ (Mumford 1938: 378-379).

Mumford proceeds to attack the abstraction from realities which characterise the dominant political and economic institutions. The worldview of these institutions ‘has substituted mere paper counters for reality,’ eliminating concrete views and concrete experiences in the process. Mumford condemns the reduction of the sphere of ‘effective education’: ‘finally, we arrived at the age of extreme specialization, the present age, when the amount of specialized knowledge, often accurate, often extremely refined, has far outstripped our capacity to make use of it as part of a consistent whole.’ To remedy this, Mumford argues for a holism that widens the sphere of effective education. And Mumford makes it clear that a genuine holism amounts to more than a mechanical com​bination of specialisms. The remedy to our ills lies in ‘starting from the common whole — a region, its activities, its people, its configuration, its total life — and relating each further achievement in specialized knowledge to this cluster of images and experiences.’ (Mumford 1938: 385). Mumford proceeds to argue for a ‘unifying attitude’ at every stage of education, an ‘organic approach to knowledge’, ‘as one with life, and to life as a constant function of knowledge’. (Mumford 1938: 385). 

In Mumford’s view, the organic character of regional planning would allow communities determine and revise their planning goals in response to changing social and biophysical conditions. Mumford advances an experimental and adaptive view of the regional plan which emphasises the culture of a place and the personal qualities of the people, not merely the expert knowledge contained in the plan. ‘Plan, then, is not a substitute for intelligent choice, decision, or invention on the part of those who must execute it in detail: it rather assumes the existence of these qualities and organizes the milieu in which they can most effectively work.’ (Mumford 1938: 380-381). 

He therefore points to ‘the need for positive organs of assimilation’. 





Mumford thus recognises that the most important feature of a plan is what it leaves open for time and people to accomplish. For Minteer, Mumford's remarks concerning the fallible and contingent character of regional planning are ‘solidly pragmatist epistemic commitments.’ (Minteer 2006 ch 3). They also anticipate ‘adaptive management’ models within ecosystem ecology and the resource sciences, which likewise possess a pragmatist character. (Holling 1978; Lee 1993; Walters 1986; Gunderson, Holling and Light 1995; Norton 1996; Light and Katz 1996).
 
Mumford's emphasis on the experimental, dynamic and adaptive quality of the regional plan must be related to his conception of plan​ning as a democratic activity. Planning was not just the elite province professionals and experts but a critical public endeavour sustained by extensive and ongoing participation on the part of the non-expert citizen body. The active involvement of the people introduced a self-correcting intelligence into the planning process. Mumford thus emphasises citizen discourse and deliber​ation:





As Minteer points out, Mumford's view here repeats Dewey's well-known warning about the democratic and epistemological costs of a social reliance on experts. Mumford clearly shared Dewey’s view that ‘the man who wears the shoe knows best that it pinches and where it pinches’). (Dewey 1984: 364).

Mumford’s view also affirms Dewey's epistemological justification for democracy, the idea that ‘intelligence’ operates most effectively, and social problems are most effectively addressed, through deliberative democratic institutions based on active citizen participation. (Dewey develops this line of argument in numerous works, including The Public and Its Problems and Liberalism and Social Action.)

 Extensive citizen participation enables planning and the public realm to take the form of a reflective dialogue on social goals, identifying and correcting error and enabling a proper evaluation of conflicting platforms. ‘The method of democracy — inasfar as it is that of organized intelligence — is to bring [social] conflicts out into the open where their special claims can be seen and appraised, where they can be discussed and judged in light of more inclusive interests.’ (Dewey 1987: 56). 

In addition to the methodological and epistemological similarities between Dewey and Mumford, Minteer draws attention to the educational correspondence between Dewey's pragmatism and Mumford's view of regional planning. ‘Since Dewey's theory of knowledge hinged on his claim that all knowing flows from direct experience, it follows that by acting in (and on) the world, we learn about our environments, both natural and social. The knowledge gained in this activity then allows us to more effectively transform the outer world to meet our con​stantly changing social needs and interests. It also allows us to intelli​gently revise and adapt these needs and interests in ways that are more suitable (and therefore more sustainable) for our supporting environ​ment.’ (Minteer 2006 ch 3). In acting on the environment, we not only change that environment, generating new knowledge, we also change ourselves. Social transformation is a self-transformation, an educative experience in which we come to know ourselves in knowing our world. For Dewey, this transformation was crucial in creating democratic citizens, with democracy as ‘the idea of community life itself.’ (Dewey 1984: 328). As he wrote in 1927:





In my work, I argue for a universal and innate moral grammar and for a conception of human beings as social beings by nature. These facts give us the predispositions to act in association with others. But to draw out this natural sociality requires an educative process, the acquisition of the virtues and the creation of capabilities as dispositions which equip us to act well and live right as members of a public or civic community. This is the education to which Dewey is referring here. Mumford also places an emphasis upon experiential education in developing an awareness of being a member of the democratic community. He believes that active participation on the part of citizens in regional planning activities is an educative experience. 

Mumford thus emphasises the extent to which regional planning is a morally and politically educative process bringing about and maintaining public community as a living force. For this reason, civic participation is at the heart of Mumford’s conception of politics and planning.





Without the civic structures and public spaces allowing the participation of an active, informed citizen body, planning must become and remain an elitist and passive endeavour, with plans, at best, being only very partially realised.

And here is where Mumford argues for an actively moral and political content to planning, something more than science and scientific knowledge. ‘What is needed for political life is not mere factual knowledge: for this by itself is inert: what is needed are those esthetic and mythic impulses which open up new activities and carve out new forms for construction and contemplation. With a holistic approach that sees the landscape as a whole, the regional survey is much more than a mode of assimilating scientific knowl​edge, but is ‘a dynamic preparation for further activity.’ 

Mumford thus demands a realistic and unified type of education that sees every aspect of the region, the community, and personal lives as subject to the same processes: ‘exploration, scientific observation, imaginative reconstruc​tion, and finally, transformation by art, by technical improvement, and by personal discipline.’ Mumford affirmed the internal unity generated from within the community as against an external doctrinal unity, arguing for an order that the community is able to supply from its own resources against an order imposed coercively from the outside. It’s a view which is the converse of elitist planning.





Mumford argues against the abstraction of knowledge, pointing to the need for organic relationships. Human scale is required to ensure that concrete fact remains in view.





To replace a unity imposed from the outside requires that knowledge and politics be taken back into the lived relations of the community. Mumford calls for the internalisation of the facts and culture of a place, a practical reappropriation of our powers in order to realise a ‘rational political life’. 





These rational controls refer to more than a rational restraint through plans delivered from above via institutions abstracted from social life. Mumford emphasised the internal aspects of rational control through aesthetic and ethical values emerging in the active and informed citizen body.

Mumford thus argued that one of the main purposes of the regional survey was to educate citizens. (Mumford 1938: 387). Coming together to gather soil, climate, geological, indus​trial, and historic data as part of the survey amounts to a moral investment on the part of individuals in the community to which they belong. In the process, they acquire an intimate knowledge of their local environment and culture. Here is where Mumford takes his leave clearly from any elitist notions of planning as a professional enterprise which proceeds at a remove from people in place. Mumford emphasises the extent of people’s knowledge of their place, their culture and ways of life, and the contribution they may make to land, industry and community planning. 

These people will know in detail where they live and how they live: they will be united by a common feeling for their landscape, their literature and language, their local ways, and out of their own self-respect they will have a sympathetic understanding with other regions and different local peculiarities. They will be ac​tively interested in the form and culture of their locality, which means their community and their own personalities. Such people will contribute to our land-planning, our industry planning, and our com​munity planning the authority of their own understanding, and the pressure of their own desires. Without them, planning is a barren externalism.

Mumford 1938: 387 

Accusations that would be made in the 1960s, and which are repeated, that Mumford was part of a modernist planning elite are very wide of the mark. In arguing the need for planning, Mumford increasingly sought to create spaces for civic participation, democracy and community knowledge. Mumford condemns a planning that proceeds without the knowledge and active involvement of the people as a ‘barren externalism’. Mumford sought the attainment of internal order. He sought a form of planning that involved public living with an educative purpose, bringing about an active, informed, knowledgeable citizenry. In complete contrast, modern individuals form a passive mass, pursuing illusory forms of community, supplied from the outside, in the absence of the real thing.





The antidote to becoming passive members of such surrogate communities is for people to reclaim their common identity on common ground and constitute a genuine community, and become whole, integral individuals in an organic community. Mumford’s approach is the very antithesis of a top-down elitism which sees knowledge as a distinct specialism handed down from above.





In this concrete sense, ‘education is the alternative to irrational and arbitrary compulsion’. Mumford thus argues for a public life in which the body politic is capable of supplying its own internal order and meaning, and hence does not need unity to be imposed from the outside. He condemns ‘the reduction of the body politic to a corpse that is galvanically brought to some semblance of life by the application of external stimuli from the center.’ Against this moribund existence, Mumford seeks the creation of ‘a wide society of true personalities, men and women who have learned the arts of personal and communal living, who neither renounce the will-to-order nor seek to create it on a single monotonous pattern.’ His regional planning vision is, therefore, non-elitist, combining professional expertise with civic participation and community knowledge. ‘Without such a broader cultural founda​tion, regional planning can have but a minor political significance.’ Mumford, therefore, seeks to establish that broad cultural foundation in the culture and way of life of the community, thus giving the knowledge and expertise embodied in planning an active democratic and moral force. ‘Once the cultural base is achieved,’ Mumford argues, ‘regional planning becomes one of the essential attributes of a progressive civilization; and every effective economy it introduces tends to further the ca​pacity for association and to widen the field of significant action.’ (Mumford 1938: 387).

For Mumford, the regional plan​ning method had great potential to help citizens and planners make progressive, pragmatic adjustments and improvements in a community's relationship to its surrounding environment, and to revivify and bolster its civic life in the process. 

As Minteer concludes: ‘For Mumford, meaningful public participation in the planning process thus promised to enlighten and transform individuals on a number of levels: social, political, and environmental. It could teach individuals to see themselves as having a shared, common interest in the health and sustainability of their own community and its biophysical context.’ (Minteer 2006 ch 3). In this respect, the participation of citizens in regional planning had the potential to bring about a substantial and lasting community self-awareness, a civic awareness which could serve as a bridgehead for future democratic social advance. 

In fine, the citizen participation in the practice of regional planning, through regional surveys or through participation in open deliberation about community goals and values, had great civic potential in generating levels of community self-awareness and self-organization, in turn bringing about a social intelligence in identifying and solving problems. As Dewey argued: ‘Unless local communal life can be restored the public cannot adequately resolve its most urgent problem: to find and identify itself.’ (Dewey 1984: 370).  For Minteer, Mumford’s regional planning supplied the political technology for the effective realisation of Dewey’s democratic publics.

In sum, Minteer argues that Mumford's work on regional planning reflects a Deweyan influence in several respects. 

First, Dewey's views may be seen in the instrumental logic of Mumford's plan​ning methodology and the adaptive character of intelligent inquiry. Second, Mumford's justification of regional planning placed a Deweyan-style emphasis on social learning and the educative potential of public participation in the survey and planning process. Finally, there is Mumford's belief that the regional survey would create fully engaged democratic citizens with the ability to recognize their common member​ship in an interlocking political and geographic community, what Dewey identified as a vital goal in solving the ‘problem of the public.’

Minteer 2006 ch 3

Minteer concludes his presentation by arguing for the relevance of Mumford’s conception of regional planning to contemporary environmental thought and practice. He stresses that the moral foundations of modern  environmentalism  are  more  diverse  than  they  are  typically thought to be, describing our environmentalist inheritance as ‘multifoundational’ rather than monolithic. For Minteer, Mumford's work should cause us to think more critically about the intellectual history of the environmental tra​dition. ‘The received non-anthropocentric account, as interesting as it might be in certain places, is simply too indiscriminate. The intellectual historical record is much messier and more conceptually pluralistic than this account would suggest.’ 

Minteer offers Mumford’s ‘pragmatic conservationism’ as a significant alternative to the non-anthropocentric accounts of environmental ethics. Mumford certainly develops an organic-holist conception of nature and society. However, his civic humanism, his concern for the reinvigoration of public life and for the quality of cultural life ‘is not consumed with the question of establishing the independent "moral standing" of nonhuman nature, nor does it ask citizens to look askance at the values flowing out of human experience, activities that seem to have become defining features of contemporary nonanthropocentric environmentalism.’ Mumford therefore presents an integral civic environmentalism that encompasses human moral, cultural, and political values as well as certain strains of holistic non-anthropocentrism. Mumford’s organic holism sees human beings as a part of nature, not apart from nature, and therefore embraces a mixed conception of human and natural communities together.

For Minteer, Mumford's work should cause us to think more critically about the intellectual history of the environmental tra​dition. ‘The received nonanthropocentric account, as interesting as it might be in certain places, is simply too indiscriminate. The intellectual historical record is much messier and more conceptually pluralistic than this account would suggest.’ (Minteer 2006 ch 3).

For Minteer, Mumford’s work reminds us that a socially and culturally anchored environmentalism needs to address the complex whole of human experience in the landscape, including the urban, the rural, and the wild (and the places where they intersect). ‘Toward this end, envi​ronmentalists would do well to explore potential alliances with the planning and design professions, in addition to their advocacy and contributions within the realms of environmental policy and manage​ment. Influential developments and movements within the former, such as New Urbanism, industrial ecology, ecological planning, and sustainable architecture, to name but a few, promise to direct human communities, development, and productive efforts into more ecologically hospitable channels (and often in ways that Mumford and his colleagues anticipated many decades before). I think these efforts are environmental pragmatism at work, and both environ​mental theorists and practitioners interested in making contributions to "intelligent practice" could do so by interacting with these fields more systematically.’ Thomas P. Hughes argues that we need to understand the values and choices that we embody in our ‘ecotechnological’ systems, that is, our intersecting and intermingling built and natural environments, if we are to learn how to use technology to adapt and interact with nature rather than overwhelm and destroy it. (Hughes 2004). And Mumford, Minteer argues, ‘understood this better than anyone, either before or since.’

11 DEMOCRATIC PLANNING
One of the most interesting aspects of Mumford’s conception of planning is its democratic potential, opening up spaces for citizens to work in tandem with the professionals. Through such participation, members of the general public would emerge as eco-citizens, investigating and coming to know their community intimately in its regional and ecological context. Through involvement in the planning process and participation in civic structures, citizens would develop a greater awareness of their community as a social, cultural and natural environment. This participatory conception of the community in its planning and living makes possible a form of environmental know​ledge that could inform future planning whilst transforming community members into civic-minded eco-citizens. Developed in this way, urban and regional planning is a tool of democratic ecological citizenship, generating civic feeling and an ecological sensibility, and bringing about the Ecopolis as a modern polis democracy. 

Mumford’s vision comes alive through a revitalized ‘civic sphere’, generating the sense of belonging and shared experience that is crucial to creating a ‘sense of place’. For Mumford, regional planning was more than a technical activity undertaken by experts but had the potential to reinvigorate civic life.  Planning at local and regional levels should therefore build the structures of civic participation that enable democratic decision making at all levels. These structures in politics build upon networks and interconnections within the global political economy. What we need to show is how democratic civic participation could succeed against entrenched exploitative structures and hierarchies of economic and political power. Any gap between ideals and reality renders any position vulnerable to criticisms of abstraction and utopianism. 
Given his recognition of the need for state intervention and action, Mumford is exposed on this point. The finer points of Mumford’s argument in favour of democratic participation in the civic sphere can be lost in practice, leaving as a result only the hollow shell of large scale governance in planning. And here is where critics may strike and bracket Mumford with the planning elite working in league with governmental and business interests at the expense of the general public.

Mumford was pragmatic when it came to political institutions and forms, and, as much as he argued for decentralisation, he thought it unlikely that large scale governmental structures could be replaced by local and regional structures. This was neither possible nor desirable given problems of scale, quantity and complexity in the modern world. Instead, Mumford sought to combine all levels of government, creating a planning that was sensitive to context, place and purpose. Mumford’s view was that the greater levels of interdependency in the modern world meant that there would be a need for centralized institutions to manage greater levels of complexity. Some complexity could be reduced with a rescaling of power and resources, but some problems would require management and planning of sufficient weight. The apparent paradox of having to pursue the democratic ideal through institutions further and further removed from the members of the demos is unavoidable. Mumford recognised rather than evaded the dilemma, arguing for a position in which local and regional initiatives are open and responsive to democratic process, whilst recognising that the facts of functional interdependence make an increasing centralization of power nec​essary. 

Mumford’s solution to the conundrum, therefore, was to strengthen local and regional public spheres in order to make representative structures more responsive to the will of the people and give necessary national and international structures an active democratic content. In other words, local and regional public spheres exist in integral relation to centralized networks of power. 

Mumford’s views on political structures need to be set in the wider context of his views on technology, culture and a more organic mode of life. The enduring importance of Mumford's work lies in the way it reimagines ‘production’ in relation to place, defined in both civic and ecological terms, and thereby enable us to achieve ‘a finer relation’ to our environment. It is here that Mumford’s case for decentralisation is grounded.

Mumford explored the potential offered by new technologies for new forms of social organisation, something which involved new values and ways of living. His understanding of the possibilities of neotechnics was based on his concern to achieve a new way of living. Neotechnics created the possibility to recover a collective life whilst re-creating the relation of culture to nature. Mumford sought to identify possibili​ties inherent in a decentralized neotechnics for imagining and creating a new relation between production and consumption, between function and aes​thetics. Mumford’s concern was to discern the interrelation of all things, what A.N. Whitehead described as ‘fundamental uni​ties’ of existence, in ‘occasions of experience’, and use these to draw things together. He therefore saw decentralization as containing possibilities for overcoming the damaging consequences of the fragmentation of space into functionally specialised spheres, something he saw as resulting from the centralization of production under paleotechnics and carboniferous capitalism.

By the 1930s, Mumford had come to realise the limitations of his early optimistic view and saw the potential for the misappropriation and misapplication of scientific certainty. As his work developed, he came to focus on the extent to which exper​tise undercut democracy and rationalised elite power, marginalising and silencing the voice of the people. Science could thus become a political tool which enabled managers and professionals to entrench and extend their monopoly on power, delegitimising non-expert voices and narrowing the scope of public debate. Mumford’s case for state intervention and action needs to be seen in light of these qualifications and criticisms. 

Mumford therefore learned lessons and recontextualized the issue of science and technology and their potential. He came to place emphasis on con​tingency as the most important factor in a planning document. His view was that all those affected by plans and decisions should see multiple possibilities at hand, and have a means of giving expression to their views. Mumford thus sought to open planning to public controversy and deliberation. With the planning professional presenting different options, the plan​ning process becomes a way to address, and even create, the pub​lic. The result is a reinvigorated sense of citizenship creating a shared sense of community and a willingness to take responsibility for actions and consequences.

Mumford’s thinking is organicist and democratic. It is organicist because it places a value on the possibilities which are inherent in and emerge through experience; it is democratic because it seeks the active participation of people in a revitalised public life. Lurking in the background as an assumption in Mumford’s views is the democratic principle of self-assumed obligation, a principle that affirms the active consent and will of the people in the forms and laws by which they are governed. Individuals are bound only by those laws that they themselves have had a hand in making. Rather than being an elite imposition based on professional knowledge and expertise, effective, enduring planning is founded on a shared sense of responsibility. 

Mumford therefore sees urban and regional planning and civic design as inextricably connected with the creation of a public sphere as a commons, complete with the forms of common life crucial to generating commonality and community.

12 REGIONAL PLANNING, IMPLEMENTATION AND PARTICIPATION

Mumford investigated the potentials of new technologies - automobiles, hydroelectric power, and electric transmission lines – with a view to outlining a programme of planned decentralization that was compatible with the process of industrial diffusion. Thus he saw how widely distributed electric power enabled the diffu​sion of industry and population: instead of ‘be​ing tethered to the railroad and its coal shipments, industry can move out of the railroad zone’ into new regional industrial centers. Electronic communication thus diffused the benefits of civilization. (Mumford, "The Fourth Migration," p. 63.) 

Mumford examined new technologies with a view to extracting their potential to accelerate the dispersal of urban functions and achieve a decentralized pattern of urbanization. In his Survey Graphic articles, Mumford examined possibilities for creating a balance between urban and rural areas by the application of technologies so as to attract industries and popu​lations from overdeveloped cities into outlying areas. To avoid aimless dispersion, development needed to be directed as a matter of conscious purpose into new regional cities, which set definite limits set on size and population. A planned decentralisation is therefore structured so as to maintain scale. Once built, a regional city would remain within boundaries and not be allowed to grow beyond those boundaries. Any growth in population would be accommodated by the building of new cities. For Mumford, the experience of physical boundaries within a com​munity helps establish a sense of place. The ecological/regional city would therefore be designed to foster greater contact between the urban and the rural ways of life, encouraging mutuality, exchange and interdependence between members of both communities. Each city would be surrounded by a greenbelt. The greenbelt serves both an agricultural and recreational purpose, and is not just a place of escape but a source of fresh fruit, vegetables, and milk. 

The creation of ecological/regional cities as a matter of planning would enable industrialization to proceed in a manner that preserves and even enhances the character of the natural and cultural region, permitting the process of urbanization to continue in a way that avoids the destruction of the natural environment. The structured decentralisation involved in such a development is thus a means of relieving pressures within the central city, keeping size and scale, and making land available in close proximity to the centre.

For Mumford, the garden city offered an opportunity for using some of the techniques of modern industry — mass production, large-scale planning, a unified conception — whilst at the same time recontextualizing the system of modern industrial productivity. As against endlessly producing more of the same, only bigger, taller and faster, the garden city contained the promise of balance in the urban environment: a ‘functional balance’ of industry and residence, commerce and civic structure. The garden city is organised around a spatial arrangement that is capable of encompassing all this whilst achieving balance and restoring a sense of scale and proportion to urban life. For Mumford, the garden city represented the possibility of establishing the city in a larger natural context, restoring and revitalising the environing natural and cultural re​gion. For Mumford, the garden city had the potential to be realised as the ‘regional city’: a modern city of a new kind, one which sees the urban and the rural engaged in a creative interaction with each other. The country would therefore be drawn into direct relation with the city, and vice versa. 

Mumford was aware that in the first garden city built in England, the greenbelt was conceived as an ‘agricultural es​tate’ of the city, a working environment which was to supply the city with dairy products, fruits, and vegetables. Mumford retained the sense of the importance of establishing a direct functional/economic relationship between town and country. He praised Ebenezer Howard since his vision was bi-focal: 





There is clear potential here for decentralized energy as forming the basis of local and regional economies under the control of community members. Mumford appreciated the extent to which regional development depended upon decentralizing the produc​tion of energy: ‘the availability of water-power for producing energy . . . changes the potential distribution of modern industry through​out the planet’ (Mumford 1934: 222). And that, in turn, fosters a sense of community spirit, increases social cohesion and empowers democracy through a greater control over the means of socio-economic life. Mumford therefore advocates a conception of economic productivity that takes community, democracy and ecology into account. The result is an integrated way of life that reverses the increasing functional differentiation of space under modern conditions, overcomes the separation of living and feeling from work​ing and producing, bringing a unity to our faculties and their use. 
 
Taking the view that regional planning must foster and express a sense of place, community and collective responsibility, a civic environmentalism envisioned on the lines indicated by Mumford is designed to infuse planning with citizen discourse, interaction and participation. With the public sphere set within environing social and natural relations, these qualities are to be acquired through direct experience of both the social and the natural worlds. And this shared experience, mediated through civic structures, establishes the common ground for a planning practice that is socially and ecologically informed, sensitive and responsible. One of the advantages of a focus on convergence at the level of political action and policy commitments is that it brings the question of the human-nature relationship out of the confines of scholarly debate and into the world of experience. Since human beings are a part of nature, it follows that any ethic we develop as grounded in nature must involve human agency as expressed in social relations, interests and practices. The interaction between human society and nature therefore takes us a distance from ideas of a pure nature separate from culture. As a result, planning ceases to be a narrow specialism in the hands of elites and bureaucrats. The wrenching distance between experts and people is closed and a form of planning achieved that bridges expertise and experience, policy and implementation, technique and participation. The practical emphasis on our understanding of society and nature gives the public life within the Ecopolis an actively democratic character.

The emphasis on nature as design shapes the approach that is taken to governance, planning, design and technology. This approach makes it possible to envisage the environmental compatibility of technology, economics and ecology, our social forces coming to be planned and used in accordance with natural patterns. At the heart of this approach is a planning practice which embodies an informed concern with natural design and ecological balance within the region.

The practical emphasis on nature coloured Mumford’s understanding of technology and technological modernization. Mumford could envisage the environmental compatibility of new technologies - automobiles, electric power lines etc. - since their use would be planned in accordance with natural regional patterns. That planning did not take place, with the result that their impact was to spread urbanization outward from the great metropoles into rural regions. The environmentally destructive effects were made worse by a planning practice which did not embody an informed concern with natural design and ecological balance. Mumford’s road was the one not taken. The backlash against modernist planning that came in the 1960s scapegoated the planners for ills that had their source in the private economy.

Mumford was influenced greatly in his thinking here by landscape architect and park planner Frederick Law Olmsted, who had sought to remedy the ills of the nineteenth-century industrial city by bringing nature into the lives of urban dwellers through landscape features such as naturalistic public parks. Olmsted affirmed the thera​peutic and regenerative effects of nature on the urban environment. He felt that the scenery and open air had a beneficial effect on the physical and psychological health of citizens. Olmsted and Vaux's plan for the ‘green community’ of Riverside, Illinois, drawn up in the later 1860s, has particular relevance for the regional city model. Referred to as a ‘garden suburb’, the plan included curvilinear tree-lined streets, large public recreation grounds, and various parklike features, as well as a long scenic ‘parkway’ which allowed residents to depart the city for the more pastoral surroundings.

As Mumford's appreciation of Olmsted's planning practice indicates, it was organicism and regionalism that Mumford valued, and not some nostalgic pastoralism. Mumford thus praised Olmsted's use of naturalism and his attention to place:





‘His plans were animated by technical intelligence and civic foresight’ are words we can ascribe to Mumford. Mumford saw that Olmsted was concerned with more than nature as an aesthetic amenity. Experiencing ‘nature’ in one of Olmsted's parks encourages a relation to place in a way that integrates aesthetic and social aspects. In aesthetic terms the attention to ‘native plant formations,’ to ‘common’ flowers, and to the ‘contour lines’ of the land helps define the relation between the park and the natural re​gion it should evoke. In social terms the park provides a commons that encourages the development of ‘civic’ values. 

Whilst the romantic suburb puts residence in relation to a natu​ralistic setting, it could not transform the urban way of life but, instead, reinforced the structural differentiation of space which characterised the industrial city. The garden city therefore needs to be distinguished from sub​urbs. The idea of the garden city was premised on the possibility of urban and social reconstruction. Garden cities were conceived as whole environments, encompass​ing within a relatively contained area work, residence, and commerce, a means of recontextualizing urban life. And they were planned with all social classes in mind, in light of social and cultural goals. 

Mumford saw in Olmsted's ideas the possibility of connecting the natural and urban worlds, naturalizing the city whilst at the same time serving social, political, and aesthetic ends, generating community spirit, fostering civic participation and beautifying the landscape. (Mumford 1971: 40-41).

The regional city would not be the dissolution of urban life in favour of the (suburban) garden, but a decen​tralized urban form planned in accordance with the ecological context of the region and characterised by the controlled diffusion of indus​try made possible by the forces of neotechnic modernization, the automobile, highways, electrification and communication. These forces made it possible to replace unplanned urban sprawl with a planned decentralisation bringing about the regional city scaled to human dimensions and proportions. Such scaling would increase the quality of day-to-day interactions between residents, encouraging meaningful encounters and generating community spirit. 

In an age of climate change, notions of climate controlled cities are being advanced. (see Lovelock’s A Rough Guide to the Future). Planning informed by natural constraints and balance in light of social goals and ethical principles is timely. Mumford is a pioneer in this respect.

13 POWER, PLACE AND THE CITY
Mumford was concerned to emphasise the ‘social and civic side’ of the garden city. He was sceptical of the value of any planning conceived in isolation from social and cultural contexts:  ‘we must start a regional movement in America before we can have regional planning.’ Unless and until planners broke the habit of considering regional planning as a mere technological exercise, ‘they could not hope to advance the reconstruction of America beyond "what the Russell Sage people are setting out to do."’ (Quoted in John L. Thomas, "Lewis Mumford, Benton MacKaye, and the Regional Vision," in T. E and A. C. Hughes, eds., Lewis Mumford: Public Intellectual (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990), p. 81).

That statement separates Mumford sharply from any planning that could be criticised as an elitist modernist utopianism. His work expresses the concern to develop a new dialogic conception of regional and urban planning as an integral part of creating and sustaining a new form of city, patterned in accordance with natural design and expressed through civic structures.

Mumford’s planned decentralisation was the road not taken. But what this road entailed becomes clear in Mumford’s criticisms of the RPNY. Mumford demanded ‘pro​posals for new decentralized business areas’ (P of NY, p. 235), arguing for ‘business subcenters’ as opportunities for ‘recentralization’ of the existing metropolis around smaller central districts. The idea is important in engaging with the problems of the metropolis, and remains important with respect to the contemporary rebuilding of cities and suburbs. 

Seeking a decentralized metropolis, Mumford criticised the RPNY: it ‘lacks the very essence of a good plan: the sense of alternative possibilities’ (P of NY, p. 239). The plan failed to present a regionalist alternative to the metropolis, but was instead a ‘compromise’ with established business interests. Mumford also criticised the Plan on account of its failure as a text to create a public. Mumford sought public engagement to prevent planning from be​coming ‘merely the concern of a profession’. (Mumford May 1925: 151-152; Sussman 1976: 90, 92.) The plan​ner should therefore begin with housing and the local community and not, as in the regional plan, with the prestige of the metropolis. ‘Mr. Adams,’ said Mumford, ‘dismisses the basic housing problem in this area by simply placing it in the category of a general social problem whose solution lies outside the province of the planner’ (PoNY, p. 246). 

A planned decentralization serves to contextualize urban form in the broad setting of region and ecosystem.

Mumford’s critique of the RPNY is distinguished by his clear, consistent rejection of the central​ized, socially strati​fied megastructure of the modern state and city in favour of the appropriately scaled regional city as an organic community based on human scale and civic structures. 

Asymmetrical relations and distributions of power and wealth are incompatible with civic virtue. This was Mumford’s consistent view. The rise of the modern urban economy proceeded hand in hand with centralised political power and organized violence. Mumford identified the connection between the rise of the new capital cities and the accumulation of economic and political power:

In the Middle Ages the soldier had been forced to share his power with the craftsman, the merchant, the priest: now, in the politics of absolute states, all law had in effect become martial law. Who​ever could finance the army and the arsenal was capable of be​coming master of the city. Shooting simplified the art of government: it was a quick way of ending an embarrassing argument. Instead of accepting the ordinary accommodations that ensure the healthy expression of diversities of temperament and interest and belief, the ruling classes could dispense with such give-and-take methods: their vocabulary recognized only ‘take.’ The gun, the cannon, the standing army helped produce a race of rulers who 'recognized no other law than that of their own will and caprice — that fine race of despots, sometimes imbecile, sometimes talented, who elevated the suspicions and delusions of the paranoid state into a political ritual. Their totalitarian imitators today, with no smaller delusions but with greater capacities for destruction, now threaten the very existence of world civilization.




Mumford saw the baroque city as a ‘site of accumulation’ that reflected an ‘ideology of power’. 





The avenue is the city's ‘most important symbol’ and ‘main fact’, and represented the ‘general geometrizing of space,’ achieving the ‘maximum appearance of order and power.’ Baroque order was based upon a series of ‘mathematical and mechanical conquests’: ‘the conquest of space through the use of the magnetic compass at sea, the rediscovery of the Greek conception of the earth as sphere, the projection of accurate maps through the use of co-ordinates for latitude and longitude, the development of trigonometry, the invention of the telescope with its lengthening of visual distance, and the discovery of the mechanical laws of perspective.’ In fine, the mechanization of time, space and power. (Mumford 1938:  94-97). 
 
The capital city entailed a ‘new conception of space’, re​duced to ‘measure and order’ and reflecting capitalism's ‘abstract love of money and power’ (Mumford 1938: 91). The capital city sought prestige, status, power at the expense of justice, mutuality and balance, and represented centralized power as a ‘re​spect for death which is essentially a fear of life’ (Mumford 1938: 434). 

Mumford rejected this conception of the city as centralized power. He therefore subjected the RPNYs plans for massive expansion to close criticism, describing ‘colossal highway and rapid-transit schemes’ as ‘an alternative to a community building program; not a means to it’ (P of NY, p. 247). 

A careful planning enables a greater efficiency of living through bringing work and residence into closer relation. Mumford sought to exploit the potential of the new technologies of electrical power and flexible transportation to minimize daily travel over long distances and thus unify work, school, and shopping within place. 

Mumford recognised the need for the role of the state in such planning. ‘City development … cannot forever be left to individual enterprise: it must be placed, as in Holland, under competent regional and local authorities, who are empowered to purchase land, to de​sign and build and operate new communities — or who may delegate these functions to organizations that will work under their direc​tion. Functional zoning means a federal organization of a city's internal func​tions as well as a federal organization of cities within the region.’ (Mumford 1938: 436). 

Mumford connects the rise of the capital city with both to the destruction of nature and the dissolution of civic community and public life. He defines the regional democratic com​munity in contradistinction to the concentration and centralisation of power. Mumford thus affirms the holistic sense of place in​spired by a culture grounded in the natural region and in a civic spirit. 

In The Culture of Cities, Mumford expresses his admiration for the organic design of the medieval cities — their ‘rural character,’ ‘usable open spaces,’ their dis​position to follow natural contours, streets that function as ‘footways’ connecting little ‘islands’ of buildings as ‘marks of the daily comings and goings of the inhabitants’, and a pattern of town growth that creates ‘small cities, distributed widely over the landscape’ (Mumford 1938: 43, 44, 56, 59). These cities stand in contrast to the functional differentiation of space that characterizes the modern city, separating living from working. 
 
Mumford valued the medieval communes as ‘the real corporations and groups that consti​tute a community’ and criticised their destruction by the rationalist elites of baroque cities. The newly spatialized cities brought both economic specialization and social fragmentation in the wake of the destruction of the medieval guild. The mutualism of the early guild made it a true ‘corporation,’ a social form Mumford contrasted with the form of ‘merciless class-competition and individual self-assertion’ of capitalism (Mumford 1938: 40).
 
Mumford identified imposition ‘from above’ in highly centralized modern societies as a structure of power denoting the capacity to impose an external order on particular economies and ecologies. This evinces an abstract rationalism conceived in opposition to organic realities. As Braudel argues: ‘It was the destiny of this local economy ... to be from time to time absorbed and made part of a 'rational' order in the interest of a dominant city or zone, for perhaps one or two centuries, until another 'organizing centre' emerged; as if the centralization and concentration of wealth and resources necessarily favoured certain chosen sites of accumulation’ (Braudel 1984: 36). 

Against these centralized structures of power, Mumford presented a decentralized public sphere. Decentralization entails ‘more than ... the [distribution of] overburdened physical plant and equip​ment of metropolis: [it] means equally the spread and reintegration of the organs of the common life’ (P of NY, p. 256). 

Mumford sought the recovery of the commons through new forms of the common life constituted by mutualist values and civic structures. In addition to the corporate communities of the medieval cities, Mumford valued New England meeting hall democracy in which citizens ‘saw and heard their fellow citizens, and . . . discussed problems relating to a unit immediately within their grasp and vision’ (Mumford 1938: 483). This ‘unit’ is the polis. The Ecopolis envisaged by Mumford is a modern polis democracy, a public life organised along the contours of the ecological region.

Mumford’s theory of ‘place’ emphasizes political and social decentralization. ‘Decentraliza​tion,’ Paul Goodman writes, means ‘increasing the number of centers of decision making and the numbers of initiators of policy; increas​ing the awareness by individuals of the whole function in which they are involved; and establishing as much face-to-face association with decision makers as possible. People are directly engaged in the func​tion.’ (Goodman 1966: 190).

In this vain, Mumford argued for the broadening of the emphasis on the physical design of neighborhoods, going beyond the ‘neighborhood units’ of his RPAA colleague Clarence Perry. With this expansive conception of public life, Mumford sought to ‘organize neighborhoods and corpo​rate organizations’ so as to underscore the ‘political functions of the community.’ ‘In the conglomerate masses we have called cities, it is no wonder that political life, as a concrete exercise of duties and functions, has given way to various subtle parasitisms and diversions.’ (Mumford 1938: 483). Against this, ‘in new communities that have been planned as social units, with visible coherence in the architecture, with a sufficient number of local meeting rooms for group activities … a robust political life, with effective collective action and a sense of renewed public responsibility, has swiftly grown up.’ (Mumford 1938: 483).

Such planning represents the political investment of society, a process whereby the social world comes to acquire an everyday governmental significance. Recognising the difficulty of prosecuting this task within a parliamentary conception of political democracy that is ‘abstract and disembodied’ (Mumford 1938: 483), Mumford emphasised the need to ‘design cities’ and foster the local institutions of self-governance to make local​ism possible as a public realm (Mumford 1938: 484). Mumford therefore defined an urban public sphere as an alternative capable of checking and disempowering the structures of centralized power. He reaffirmed the original gar​den city ideal, demanding that all land and build​ings be placed in the ownership of a ‘common authority’ to ensure that ‘such increments [in real estate value] that may arise through the growth of the garden city must be reserved for the community’ (Mumford 1938: 396).

It should be noted that not all of the ‘structures of common life’ Mumford values are place-centred. Mumford was well aware of the importance of relations and networks to urban life. In addition to being place-centred, the local sphere Mumford defines is based on the involvement of the trade-union and co-operative movement. Trade unions are organized not in response to the politics of place but in response to the inequalities implicit in the division of labour and to alienation of consumption and production. Their role is to push wages upward, claim a larger share of the total product for labour, and cre​ate an effective political demand for government-aided housing. The role of the co-operatives is to organize and administer social units and mediate be​tween the official agencies and the professional services and even​tual occupants. (Mumford 1938: 471).

Mumford was aware of the limitations of decentralization in the absence of other measures. His principle of decentralisation was not absolute. In an unequal society, the neighborhood ideal could be realised in the form of isolated, self-contained and insular enclaves of privilege. Mumford understood the extent to which decentralization could be used to rationalize and entrench privileged interests. He also understood that decentralization could be used to deny the extent to which we are united in modern societies. Appreciating how large and remote networks brought individuals together people in a functional and economic interdependence, Mumford was concerned to realise that ‘Great Society’ to which John Dewey referred. He was aware that decentralisation could be used to deny and undermine that connection between each and all. 

Understanding this, Mumford argued for the necessity of government intervention and action to ensure the success of large scale projects: ‘while regions should become the basic units of political and economic life, the inter-relation of regions within the province, of provinces within the "country,” is no less important: for both coop​erations and conflicts must take place over these wider areas’ (Mumford 1938: 363). He therefore argued for a role for the state in subsidizing social housing, controlling land use, and redirecting trade.  Mumford therefore argued for both the decentralization of political power alongside an increased role for the state power. That position is not as paradoxical as it sounds. For Mumford, decentralization would be a planned decentralization, and would therefore involve the use of public power in redistributing resources.

Murray Bookchin argues differently in The Rise of Urbanization and the Decline of Citizenship (1987). Making a distinction between ‘the political’ and ‘the statist’, Bookchin denies that the state can be representative of the public in this way. (1987: 53), He reclaims ‘the political’ as the sphere of participatory democratic publics. The state cannot respond to these publics. In my own work, I make a distinction between ‘state’ and ‘government’, a distinction which allows us to reclaim the political from its identification with the state as an instrument of class domination and exploitation. Any planned decentralisation, therefore, proceeds not through the state but through government as part of an expansive and democratic sense of ‘the political’.

This distinction between ‘state’ and ‘government’ can help unravel some of the apparent confusions in Mumford’s own position. In places, Mumford argued for participatory local government coming to displace representative government (Mumford 1938: 483); elsewhere, he argues for a supranational ‘world authority’ raised above representative government (Mumford 1938: 370). The positions are rendered consistent once we realise that Mumford, like Dewey, sought to combine representative and participatory forms of governance ‘as supplementary and mutually enhancing.’ (Westbrookjohn 1991: 549). 

Mumford’s view was that to succeed in any enduring way, localism and regionalism needed to be set within the net​works of power that serve to express the public interest. Mumford defined this public in​terest in terms of a ‘service State’ which was required to ‘reapportion the existing balance of power within the "nation," to equalize the privileges of different regions and groups, and to distribute the ben​efits of human culture’.

At the same time, we must look to a steady enlargement of the role of the service state, for, in contrast to the earlier form of the state, this emerging type expands its power for the sake of increasing its services, and these inter-regional and super-regional services are the essential complements of every form of local and regional activity. Our main problem is to constitute the service state so that it can operate, not as the arbitrary ruler and dictator of regional life, but as the willing agent of that life in all those functions which transcend the immediate limits of local control and regulation. Eventually one may look forward to the time when co-operation between service states, without regard to so-called national boundaries, will take place within an even larger framework: a step that is dimly foreshadowed in the Labor and Health Offices established by the League of Nations at Geneva. 




14 PLACE, POLITY AND NEOTECHNICS
In his early work, Mumford maintained the optimistic view that ‘neotechnics’ contained the potentiality for a new social and cultural order. If events were to contradict that early optimism, so much so that Mumford came at the end to denounce the Megamachine of the modern world, his hopes had not been so much misplaced as one-sided. Mumford came to realise that his concept of ‘neotechnics’ — a technical complex resting on electric power — required a greater sense of social and moral transformations and civic participation. This is something Mumford developed in his later writings. 

Mumford's early hopes for decentralization derived from his view that neotechnics contained possibilities to transform social processes to reintegrate town and country and bring about a more 'hu​mane' mode of living. Mumford therefore came to examine the implications of neotechnics with respect to social and political change. In doing so, he invokes the ancient Greek polis, the ‘dream of Jeffersonian democracy,’ and the sense of ‘neighborly life’ to argue for the possibility of a ‘small face-to-face community of identifiable people, participating in the common life as equals.’ (Mumford 1961: 500). 

The most important aspect of the garden city that Mumford was concerned to defend was the centrality of ‘place.’ In rejecting Jacobs' dismissal of the garden city regional planning tradition, Mumford was concerned to highlight the larger issue, the aesthetic-moral vision that informs the creation of real communities. As part of the planner's vision, a sense of ‘place’ fosters interaction between residence and work, and between the built environment and the natural environment, between town and country. Mumford’s garden city is a regional city, an eco-public set in the ecological region. 

Mumford’s enduring importance lies here, in this conception of ecological regionalism. Mumford is committed to revitalising urban life and reviving civic life, but his work is distinguished by the way he sets the urban question within the larger ecological/natural context. In revaluing productive and social activity within a vibrant civic life, Mumford never forgets the interconnection of all life within the ecological region. Mumford locates the city within the ecological region that con​tains it.

Mumford sought to bring culture and nature into a reciprocal relation. Environmental balance is both the premise and the promise of the garden city. This balance ensured that the design of the built environment ensured the preservation of natural landscapes. 
Garden city regional planning sought to overcome the fragmented land​scapes split between urban, rural, and wild.

Mumford understood the extent to which the appli​cation of many planning practices associated with the garden city had been distorted in the form of planned suburban ‘new towns.’ The problem was not the ideal but the means of its implementation. Mumford realised that these new towns were not the garden cities he advocated. As he complained to British garden city planner Frederic Osborn: ‘They are merely suburbs dressed up to look like cities’. As ‘distinctly [and] purely middle class communities,’ they excluded ‘workers in the lower ranks.’ The exclusive emphasis on design had created ‘swank residential establishments’ rather than genuine urban centres. Instead of genuine communities, the new towns expressed all the values of the metropolis: privacy, consumption, and escape. Mumford criticised the New Town planners for emphasizing the garden at the expense of the city: ‘visually the garden displaced the city.’ This reduced densities, with the result that ‘compactness’, essential for encouraging ‘daily encounters and mixtures among people,’ was lost. (Mumford 1968: 150-152.) In no time, the new towns became parts of the ‘anti-city.’

Mumford had no illusions. ‘I cannot share your optimism about our present state,’ Mumford.

In light of the seemingly intractable urban and ecological problems caused by urbanisation in the second half of the twentieth century, Mumford was compelled to revise his early ideals. The visions of garden city regionalism were contradicted by the stark reality of ‘anti-city’, the ‘echnoburbia’, without form and structure, created by forces of dispersal that operate outside of human control and which have:





The anti-city contradicted Mumford’s hopes for the regional garden city, but not the reasoning that lay behind them. Mumford had always argued the need for care​ful planning to realise possibilities contained in the new technologies of decentralization. Without that planning, he warned that these technologies would bring about a formless exurban sprawl.

Mumford presented the garden city as a new town capable of absorbing population growth outside of urban centres while preserving the value and char​acter of the surrounding countryside. Development should be tied to land use planning. This careful planning did not happen, warnings were unheeded, and the inevitable happened.

The irony is that the failures to heed the warnings and engage in careful planning led a generation now confronted with urban problems to turn their critical fire on the failures of planning. There is a failure here to identify the social and political context in which planning proceeds, particularly the commercial and political interests which have succeeded in institutionalising their power.

Far from producing a regional garden city civilization, neotechnics had unleashed the forces making for the anti-city. The possibilities for decentralization inherent in neotechnics had come to be realised in a form which contradicted garden city ideals: the spread of the anti-city. This realization forced Mumford to rethink the character and role of neotechnics in his thought. He had considered that a ‘bio-technic’ civilization would emerge as a result of potential in neotechnics being translated into the actual in an unproblematic evolutionary way. He had underestimated the need to establish the social and political conditions. He had underestimated the active role played by politics and ethics. Substantial and enduring change requires more than ‘engineers’. Human beings as knowledgeable citizens and change agents are crucial to social transformation.

Mumford was forced to eschew his early optimism and rethink his position. This entailed a shift in his historical perspective. The hope he expressed in The Culture of Cities in the 1930s turned into loss and lamentation in The City in History in the 1960s. That gives Mumford’s views a nostalgic tinge. Added to his critique of science and technology in the two volume The Myth of the Machine, Mumford can appear to have become a moralist out of time and entirely without hope.  That would be to neglect other aspects of Mumford’s rethinking. 

In The Myth of the Machine, Mumford achieved a more critical understanding of technics. Here he came to conclusions with respect to the relationship between technology and culture that are comparable to those William Rueckert attributes to literary critic Kenneth Burke:





Mumford was concerned with the connection between technological development and an increasing centralisation and concentration of power. He was aware that problems generated, at least in part, by technology could not be solved by technology, but required a new moral vision. He urged us to see through the ‘myth’ of the machine, the myth that the machine was all powerful. We could refuse to take the bribe and at the same time disempower the machine. Mumford, therefore, emphasised imagination to be a moral force; he sought persuasion and conversion with respect to the social conscience. In this sense ‘vision’ is corollary to Mumford’s concern to place ‘symbol-using’ and symbol-making alongside tool-using and tool-making.

Mumford saw the question of technological power and its implications as a matter of values and conscience; and he saw the emphasis on technological expansion as a displacement of our ‘symbol-using’ power by our ‘tool-using’ power. To see further than the machine world, we need an appreciation of what Gary Snyder calls ‘the poetics of the earth.’ (Snyder 1977: 40.) Here again, Mumford’s relation to American letters becomes important. Mumford sought to recover the symbols of regionalism and nature to re-create a sense of ‘place.’ His views on cities, planning and regionalism have to be set in a larger framework concerned with the sources and the traditions underpinning fundamental restructurings.






Mumford's enduring legacy can be seen in the concern with ecological restoration, in the renewed interest in regional planning, and in the recovery of ‘place’ as integral to social and environmental reform. 

In light of the encroachment of private forces upon the public realm, we need to take civic environmentalism as a political activism seriously, infusing regional planning and land use reform with democratic content so as to make the experience of ‘place’ matter. Mumford's ecological regionalism contains expansive possibilities as a politics of place, reviving civic democracy and developing an economic regionalism that takes place into account. There are many ideas here, new organs of popular control at the local regional level, community-owned industries, land trusts, all institutions which create constituencies for a meaningful and effective urban and regional planning.
The application of planning principles could create sig​nificant employment: ‘in the future, a public decision to build mass-transit systems, solar collectors, and recycling equipment as part of an overall plan for ecological balance could produce contracts and jobs which, in turn, could be targeted for community-stabilizing pur​poses.’ (Alperovitz July 1990: 19).

Making democratic discourse an integral part of planning brings Mumford’s civic environmentalism to life. In The Progressive City, Pierre Clavel defines a progressive planning in terms of a decentralized econom​ics and politics. (Clavel 1986). Clavel’s ideas draw on Mumford's work in many respects, particularly his praise of communal ‘corporations’. 

Mumfordian themes are also prominent in the work of Christopher and Hazel Gunn, who ask ‘what, in a global economy, could a community do for itself?’ (Gunn 1991: vii.) Then there is David Morris and his idea of the ecological city as the self-reliant city constituted by neighborhood, city, and regional economies and locally owned firms engaging in international trade. (Morris 1990).

In The Next American Metropolis, Californian planner Peter Calthorpe argues that the ‘form and identity of the metropolis must integrate historic context, unique ecologies, and a comprehensive regional structure.’ Calthorpe is clear that ‘long-term regional policies’ are essential to the realisation of these goals. 

He establishes two important principles in this respect: 
(1) ‘land use policy reform,’ necessary to define established boundaries for all metropolitan areas, and 
(2) public-private partnerships to concen​trate new growth in suburban hubs. 

These recentralized areas would be planned as ‘communities . . . designed to reestablish and reinforce the public domain.’ ‘Transit-Oriented Development’, expanding the mass transit network, has the potential to reduce dependence on the automobile and create urban places that are ‘human-scaled and . . . diverse in use and popula​tion.’ (Calthorpe 1993: 15 36).

Calthorpe's ‘new urbanism’ is in the tradition of planning and urban reform that Mumford was concerned to defend against the criticisms of Jane Jacobs. Like Mumford, Calthorpe affirms the power of ‘place’ to shape human experience for the better. Calthorpe’s goals for regional planning and urban recentralization also savour a great deal of the work of the RPAA. His emphasis on urbanity (lively streets, mixed-use neighborhoods) was something Mumford developed in the 1960s. And like Mumford, Calthorpe unifies community and ecology to argue for the geographic restructuring of the urban regions. 
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